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WITNESS STATEMENT OF CHARLIE TAYLOR

ON BEHALF OF HM INSPECTORATE OF PRISONS

I, Charlie Taylor, will say as follows:

1 | am the Chief Inspector of His Majesty's Inspectorate of Prisons (HMI Prisons) which
serves as the independent inspectorate scrutinising the conditions and treatment of
prisoners and other detainees and reporting on its findings. HMI Prisons help ensure
that detention is humane, safe, respectful and helps to prepare people for release
ahead of their return to the community. HMI Prisons does this by carrying out
independent inspections of prisons, young offender institutions (YOIs), secure training
centres (STCs) and court custody facilities in England and Wales and places of

immigration detention across the UK.

2 My tenure as Chief Inspector began on 1 November 2020, having spent three years
as the Chair of the Youth Justice Board. | was re-appointed as Chief Inspector on 1
November 2023. Prior to my first appointment in 2020, | held roles as the Chief
Executive Officer of the National College of Teaching and Leadership and, in 2011, as

an expert adviser on children's behaviour at the Department of Education.

3 |l am duly authorised to make this statement on behalf of HMI Prisons. In preparing this

statement, | have relied upon the work of the Inspectorate Team and my own working

INQO000659848_0001



knowledge and recollection of matters. My predecessor, Peter Clarke, was HM Chief
Inspector of Prisons between February 2016 and November 2020, therefore covering
the first ten months of the Relevant Period (i.e. 1 January 2020 to 28 June 2022). In

this statement | have made clear where | have relied on the evidence of others.

4 This statement has been prepared in response to a Request for Evidence pursuant to
Rule 9 of the Inquiry Rules 2006 in relation to Module 10 of the UK Covid-19 Inquiry,
with a focus primarily on the impact of Covid-19 on the work of HMI Prisons and the
places of detention inspected by HMI Prisons. The information contained within this
statement is not intended to be an exhaustive account of everything that occurred

during the Relevant Period.
A. Background

HMI Prisons’ role, aims and functions during the Relevant Period

5 HMI Prisons is an independent inspectorate and is required to report accurately,
impartially and publicly concerning the treatment and conditions of detainees. HMI
Prisons is operationally distinct from His Majesty's Prison and Probation Service
(HMPPS), HM Courts and Tribunals Service (HMCTS), the Youth Custody Service
(YCS), the Ministry of Justice (ModJ), the Home Office (HO) and other arm’s length
bodies (ALBs) such as HM Inspectorate of Probation (HMI Probation) and the
Independent Monitoring Boards (IMB).

6 HMI Prisons is not a legal or statutory entity. As His Majesty’s Chief Inspector of
Prisons, | am the statutory holder of this office and | am supported by an independent
inspectorate. The Chief Inspector role is a Crown appointment and the head of HMI
Prisons. My responsibilities as the Chief Inspector of Prisons are primarily set out in
sections 5A and 43 of the Prison Act 1952, as amended by section 57 of the Criminal
Justice Act 1982. This legislation requires the Chief Inspector to inspect (or arrange
for the inspection of) prisons and YOls in England and Wales and report the findings
to the Secretary of State (section 5A(2)) and submit an annual report which can be laid
before Parliament by the Secretary of State (section 5A(5)). While the role of HMI
Prisons therefore covers children, this statement references only our work in the adult
estate, as HMI Prisons’ findings relating to children in the pandemic have been covered

elsewhere in the Inquiry as part of Module 8.
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| also have roles and responsibilities in relation to the inspection of: (i) STCs in England
and Wales; (ii) immigration detention throughout the UK; and (iii) overseas escorts

arrangements and (iv) court custody in England and Wales.

As part of the joint inspection programme with other Criminal Justice Inspectorates
during the Relevant Period, the Chief Inspector of Prisons was jointly responsible for
inspecting police custody establishments, including designated Terrorist Act custody
facilities and Border Force suites alongside the Chief Inspector of HM Inspectorate of
Constabulary and Fire & Rescue Services (HMICFRS). However, since July 2022 HMI

Prisons no longer inspects police custody facilities.

By invitation, HM Chief Inspector of Prisons also carries out inspections of military
detention facilities throughout the UK including the Military Corrective Training Centre
(MCTC) and Service Custody Facilities in the UK, prisons in Northern Ireland, and

prisons and custodial institutions in other jurisdictions with links to the UK.

HMI Prisons is tasked with scrutinising the conditions for, and treatment of, prisoners,
and other detainees, and reporting on these findings following inspections. Inspections

are carried out in accordance with published criteria known as ‘Expectations’.

Following the completion of inspections, HMI Prisons publish reports to ensure that
findings are communicated and that the government, and those responsible for the
management of the establishments, are held to account should improvements be
required. HMI Prisons highlights both good and poor practice, to encourage an

environment where leaders of establishments can learn from comparable institutions.

If during the inspection of prisons, the Chief Inspector identifies significant concerns
about the treatment and conditions of those detained, the Chief Inspector may issue
an Urgent Notification whereby a letter setting out the key concerns is published in the
public domain. The Secretary of State has 28 calendar days {o respond to this letter,
explaining how outcomes will be improved. In the immigration detention estate, the
Chief Inspector of Prisons will escalate the matter to the Director General of

Immigration Enforcement.

As well as core inspections, HMI Prisons also conducts Independent Reviews of

Progress (IRPs) and thematic reviews.

The work of HMI Prisons and the Chief Inspector of Prisons remains an important part

of the United Kingdom's obligations under the Optional Protocol to the United Nations
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Convention against Torture and Inhuman and Degrading Treatment (OPCAT). OPCAT
requires state parties to designate visiting bodies for the prevention of torture, inhuman
or degrading treatment or punishment. These visiting bodies are known as the National
Preventive Mechanism (NPM). HMI Prisons is a member of the UK NPM.

HMI Prisons’ relationship with government, relevant agencies and public bodies

15 HMI Prisons is an ALB of the MoJ and receives most of its funding from the MoJ. |
exhibit a copy of the Protocol between the Ministry of Justice and HMI Prisons that was
in operation during the Relevant Period, which outlines the nature of this relationship
in detail as [CT2/01 — INQO00586959].

16 Key elements set out in this document include that HMI Prisons receives funding from
the Mod, with the department the majority funder. The ModJ is therefore responsible for
ensuring that the use of any such funds meet the necessary standards of governance,
decision-making and financial management. In making decisions on behalf of HMI
Prisons, the Principal Accounting Officer (PAO) will take into account HMI Prisons’

operational independence.

17 The Chief Inspector of Prisons is appointed from outside the prison service by the
Secretary of State for Justice initially for a period of three years. The Chief Inspector
of Prisons reporis directly to the Secretary of State and relevant ministers on conditions

for and treatment of prisoners in England and Wales.

18 HMPPS is an executive agency of the MoJ. | exhibit copies of the Memorandum of
Understanding (MoU) between HMI Prisons and HMPPS that were in operation during
the Relevant Period as [CT2/02 — INQO00578100], [CT2/03 — INQ000586918] and
[CT2/04 — INQOO00586920]. This document sets out that HMPPS is to provide
authorised HMI Prisons staff, acting on the instructions of the Chief Inspector, with
unfettered access to establishments, records and prisoners and that the content of

inspection reports and the decision to publish are entirely matters for HMI Prisons.

19 With regards specifically to data, HMI Prisons can make use of published official
statistics for example in its thematic work and consultation responses, but HMI Prisons
does not contribute to the regulation or collection, analysis or dissemination of prison
data and/or statistics. Data used in inspection reports are ‘validated’ by establishments
and may be used in official statistics by HMPPS, but HMI Prisons does not contribute

to this. Inspection survey data does not constitute official statistics.
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20 HMI Prisons also receives funding from the Home Office for work related to the
inspection of immigration detention. The Chief Inspector of Prisons reports directly to
the Home Secretary on the conditions for and treatment of detainees in all places of
immigration detention in the UK. | exhibit a copy of the MoU on immigration detention
and escort arrangements between the Home Office (Immigration Enforcement) and
HMI Prisons as [CT2/05 —INQO00578097] that was in place during the Relevant Period

and which further sets out the nature of the relationship.

21 In addition, HMI Prisons receives funding from the Ministry of Defence for the
inspection of military detention facilities and from other jurisdictions for inspections of
prisons or other places of detention by invitation. | exhibit a copy of the MoU between
the Ministry of Defence and HMI Prisons concerning the inspection of service custody
premises that was in place during the Relevant Period as [CT2/06 — INQO00578101].
| also exhibit a copy of the MoU in place at the time between HMCTS and HMI Prisons
with regards to the inspection of court and tribunal custody facilities as [CT2/07 —
INQO00586921].

22 The majority of inspections undertaken by the Chief Inspector benefit from the
assistance of other inspectorates, appropriate to the type, nature and location of the

establishment.

23 HMI Prisons is also part of the Criminal Justice Joint Inspectorate (CJJl). The CJJl is
a long-standing cooperation between the four criminal justice inspectorates (of
Constabulary and Fire & Rescue Services, the Crown Prosecution Service, Prisons

and Probation) which was formalised by the Police and Justice Act 2006.

24 HMI Prisons has dealings with both the IMB and the Prisons and Probation
Ombudsman (PPO). | exhibit a copy of the MoU which was in place during the Relevant
Period with the PPO, specifically covering data sharing in relation to the Covid-19
Response as [CT2/08 — INQ000586919].

HMI Prisons organisational structure and governance

25 As explained above, HMI Prisons is led by HM Chief Inspector of Prisons who is
appointed from outside the prison service by the Secretary of State for Justice. The
Chief Inspector of Prisons is supported by a Deputy Chief Inspector of Prisons who is

a senior civil servant.
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26 There are three main teams within HMI Prisons. Firstly, the Secretariat incorporates a
range of functions, including HR, Finance and Inspection Support, Policy, and
Communications and Publications. Secondly, the Research, Development (from 2022
referred to as Data) and Thematics team lead on the detainee and staff survey
elements of inspections, as well as the production of thematic reviews. Thirdly, a small
number of inspection teams are designated to the Chief Inspector, each of which are
led by a Grade 6 Team Leader. All teams inspect adult men’s prisons, but some teams
also specialise in the inspection of a particular type of custodial establishment, for
example the inspection of children in custody, women’s prisons, or immigration

detention.

27 HMI Prisons has a Corporate Governance Board (CGB) which seeks to ensure that
HMI Prisons meets expected standards of governance, risk and financial
management. It also has a Delivery Board (DB) to oversee delivery of HMI Prisons’
inspection programme and business plan, to ensure that HMI Prisons is making

progress against its agreed objectives.

28 The CGB and DB are supported by three committees focusing on providing oversight,
advice and supporting decision-making on key policy areas, including: (i) a Fire, Health
and Safety Committee; (ii) an Equality and Diversity Advisory Group; and (iii) a
Learning and Development Committee. More information about HMI Prisons’
governance mechanisms is set out in HMI Prisons’ governance framework exhibited
as [CT2/09 — INQOO0O657767]. Although this document was prepared in 2025 (and
therefore after the Relevant Period), HMI Prisons’ governance mechanisms are largely

the same as they were during the Relevant Period.

29 Information about governance mechanisms beyond HMI Prisons can be found in the
various MoUs exhibited earlier in this statement, in particular the MoU between HMI
Prisons and the MoJ (exhibited as [CT/01 — INQO00586959] at paragraph 15). As Chief
Inspector of Prisons, | have a number of responsibilities to the ModJ including: (i)
developing, consulting on and publishing corporate and business plans; (ii) ensuring
that timely forecasts and monitoring information on performance and finance are
provided to the MoJ; and (iii) ensuring that financial considerations are taken fully into

account at all stages in reaching and executing decisions.

The methods adopted by HMI Prisons in relation to data collection and analysis
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The core business of HMI Prisons is the delivery of a programme of independent
inspection, which is almost entirely unannounced. All inspections include the following
up of recommendations, or more recently priority and key concerns, from the last full
inspection. | exhibit as [CT2/10 — INQO00586824] a copy of HMI Prisons Inspection
Framework from 2019 which details the inspection process in full and was in place at

the start of the Relevant Period.

Inspection involves the collection and review of both qualitive and quantitative data in
order to understand and report on how effectively establishments are meeting
Expectations. An establishment's performance is generally assessed against the
healthy establishment tests of Safety, Respect, Purposeful Activity (Activities for
immigration) and, during the Relevant Period, Rehabilitation and Release Planning
(this has since been renamed Preparation for Release for adults, and was known both
during the Relevant Period and continues to be called Preparation for Removal or
Release for immigration) using the following judgements — outcomes are good (4),
outcomes are reasonably good (3), outcomes are not sufficiently good (2) and

outcomes are poor (1).

Five key sources of evidence are relied on during inspections namely: (i) observation;
(ii) detainees (including qualitative feedback in the form of interviews or comments and
quantitative data from a detainee survey carried out by HMI Prisons’ Research, Data
and Thematics team); (iii) staff (including qualitative feedback in the form of interviews
or comments and quantitative data from a staff survey carried out by HMI Prisons’
Research, Data and Thematics team); (iv) relevant third parties; and (v) documentation
including key prison service or Home Office datasets. Inspectors will, wherever
possible, base all inspection findings/judgements on the triangulation of multiple

evidence sources.

In addition to inspections, HMI Prisons also carries out Independent Reviews of
Progress, the purpose of which are to assess progress in implementing the
recommendations from previous inspection reporis, to support improvement, and to

identify barriers to progress.

HMI Prisons also undertakes an annual programme of thematic work and joint work
with other criminal justice and associated inspectorates. Further information about HMI
Prisons’ methodologies, and how these were adapted during the pandemic, is provided

later in this statement.
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The role of HMI Prisons during the Covid-19 pandemic

35 The role of HMI Prisons is and has always been to deliver a programme of independent

inspection across the prison and detention estate and to report on its findings.

36 HMI Prisons inspects against published Expectations (see more detail at paragraphs
41 - 42 which are derived from international human rights standards. The HMI Prisons
Inspection Framework (exhibited as [CT/10 — INQO00586824] at paragraph 30)
explains HMI Prisons’ purpose as being to “ensure the independent inspection of
places of detention, report on conditions and treatment and promote positive outcomes
for those detained and the public’. This purpose is derived from the Chief Inspector of
Prisons’ legislative powers and duties and the UK’s obligations arising from its status
as a party to OPCAT.

37 Whilst HMI Prisons adapted how it discharged its responsibilities to scrutinise and
report on the treatment and conditions of detainees during the Relevant Period, there
was no change to the responsibilities HMI Prisons owed to those in detention during
this time. Information in relation to how HMI Prisons’ inspection methodologies were

adapted during the pandemic are set out in detail later in the statement.
B. Impact of inspections and surveys

Types of HMI Prisons inspections

38 Reports from all inspections carried out during the Relevant Period are listed in the

index at Annex C and have been disclosed to the Inquiry.

39 How HMI Prisons operated at the start of 2020 is set out in HMI Prisons’ 2019
inspection framework. Ordinarily updated and consulted on annually alongside HMI
Prisons’ inspection programme, the framework provides an overview of the scope,
frequency and process relating to inspections which took place. | refer to a copy of the
framework exhibited at paragraph 30 and draw on the detail of it to account for how

HMI Prisons were inspecting at the start of the Relevant Period in 2020.

40 Under normal circumstances HMI Prisons operates an almost entirely unannounced
inspection programme, with the timing of inspections deliberately unpredictable. This
approach is based on, and is responsive to, considered intelligence and proactive risk
assessment. Every inspection following up a previous full inspection includes an
assessment of progress in implementing previous recommendations. The 2019

framework details the minimum inspection cycle for different custodial sectors at the
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time, for example prisons, YOls holding young adults and specialist units were to be
inspected at least every five years and Immigration Removal Centres (IRCs) at least

once every four years, or every two years if the IRC held children.

HMI Prisons’ inspections are carried out in accordance with published criteria known
as ‘Expectations’. These are the criteria against which inspectors assess the treatment
of and conditions for detainees. Expectations are designed to promote treatment and
conditions in detention which at least meet recognised international human rights
standards. In particular, they seek to ensure that any rules and restrictions imposed on
prisoners are proportionate, lawful, accountable, necessary and non-discriminatory.
There is a different version of Expectations for each type of custody that we inspect.
However, our basic inspection methodology is consistent across all places of
detention, consisting of a series of broad thematic judgements known as "healthy
establishment tests". The tests vary slightly but all have been developed from our four
tests of a healthy prison — Safety, Respect, Purposeful Activity and Rehabilitation and

Release Planning (which has since been updated to Preparation for Release).

| exhibit HMI Prisons’ Expectations in use at the time as [CT2/11 - INQ000612859] for
men’s prisons, as [CT2/12 - INQO0O0657770] for women's prisons, as [CT2/13 -
INQO00586954] for police custody, as [CT2/14 - INQO00657773] for close supervision
centres, as [CT2/15 - INQOO0O586956] for military detention, as [CT2/16 -
INQO00586952] for immigration detention, as [CT2/17 - INQO0O0586953] for court
custody, and as [CT2/18 - INQOO0586955] for Border Force custody.

Unannounced inspections normally take place over two weeks (this rises to up to three
weeks for IRCs). The first inspection week involves a coordinating inspector attending
the establishment for two days. A detainee survey is conducted by a team of HMI
Prisons’ researchers. Five key sources of evidence are used for inspection:
observation, detainees, staff, relevant third parties and documentation. Inspectors will,
wherever possible, base all inspection findings/judgements on the triangulation of

multiple evidence sources.

Announced inspections also took place, and followed the same format as
unannounced inspections, save for the fact that the first part of the inspection was
carried out approximately four to six weeks in advance of the inspection. The Chief
Inspector of Prisons reserves the option to announce an inspection in advance if, for
example, it might help the establishment to address concerns and make improvements

or if it is necessary if the inspection is in other jurisdictions.
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To supplement full inspections, HMI Prisons introduced IRPs in 2019. | exhibit a Guide
to IRPs for Prison Staff March 2019 as [CT2/19 - INQ000586939]. The purpose of an
IRP is to assess progress in implementing the recommendations from previous
inspection reports, to support improvement in prisons, and to identify barriers to
progress. IRPs differ from inspections, which assess the treatment of prisoners and
the conditions of detention against HMI Prisons’ Expectations and the four healthy
prison tests. IRPs instead follow up on a selection of recommendations (now priority

and key concerns) and make judgements about the extent of progress made.

HMI Prisons continued to carry out inspections in line with the 2019 Inspection
Framework, with some minor adaptations in line with national guidance on social
distancing, until 17 March 2020, when my predecessor announced via our website that
all scheduled inspection work involving visits to prisons or other places of state
detention would be suspended until the end of May 2020. | exhibit a copy of this
announcement as [CT2/20 - INQ000586908].

The adapted methodologies used during the Relevant Period in response to Covid-19
— primarily Short Scrutiny Visits (SSVs) and Scrutiny Visits (SVs) — are detailed below.
HMI Prisons’ 2022 Inspection Framework, which | exhibit as [CT2/21 - INQ0O00586938],
provides a comprehensive account of how HMI Prisons was operating again by the

end of the Relevant Period.

With regards to police custody, HMICFRS had a statutory mandate to inspect police
custody facilities but had delegated it to HMI Prisons. Following a Programme Board
meeting in February 2020, HMICFRS reassumed lead responsibility for inspecting
police custody, with HMI Prisons to join on inspection. The programme was agreed by
a joint inspection programme involving HMI Prisons and HMICFRS and set out to
achieve six to eight inspections per year. The standard methodology was an
unannounced programme with inspections set over two weeks. Inspections of police
custody focused on the experience of, and outcomes for, detainees from their first point
of contact with the police and throughout their time in custody to their release. The
methodology included case audits, documents and data reviews, on-site observations
in each custody facility in a police force (including an overnight visit), reviews of CCTV
and the use of force and was governed by our Expectations or criteria for inspections

(referred to at paragraphs 41 — 42 above).

Before the pandemic, HMI Prisons set a timetable that covered three inspections of

separate court clusters each financial year. The standard methodology advised
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HMCTS eight weeks in advance of an impending inspection and involved visits to all
of the court custody facilities in that cluster. The criteria for inspecting were set out in

our Expectations.

Impact of lockdown and regime restrictions on HMI Prisons

50
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52

53

The objectives of inspections are to fulfil the Chief Inspector's mandate to deliver a
programme of independent inspection which helps to drive improvement in the
treatment and conditions of detention. HMI Prisons does this by reporting against
clearly defined Expectations, as set out earlier in this statement. Prior to the pandemic,
this was primarily achieved through a programme of unannounced inspections. While
the objectives of inspection did not change during the pandemic, HMI Prisons
developed an alternative model for delivering inspection, as outlined in more detail
below, to ensure that it could continue to discharge its responsibility to scrutinise places
of detention while complying with national guidelines, restrictions and in recognition of

the unique pressures on staff in establishments.

There was no change at any stage of the pandemic in access to establishments: HMI
Prisons had the full support of MoJ, HMPPS and the HO to continue scrutiny (albeit
adapted) during the Relevant Period. Despite changes to the inspection process,
inspectorate staff were still able to access and communicate directly with detainees in

establishments for the purposes of inspections.

Short Scrutiny Visits

Following suspension of inspection activity on 17 March 2020, HMI Prisons worked
intensively to consider alternative approaches to monitoring. This work led initially to

the development of Short Scrutiny Visits (SSVs) to prisons and IRCs.

SSVs were designed to ensure that HMI Prisons continued to fulfil its statutory duty on
behalf of the Chief Inspector to scrutinise and report on the treatment and condition of
detainees while seeking to minimise the operational burden of inspections at a time of
unprecedented operational challenge. The adapted methodology was created to
provide effective independent scrutiny while adhering at all times to the ‘do no harm’
principle, meaning that HMI Prisons would not put prisoners, staff or its own staff at
unreasonable risk and would work in line with national restrictions infroduced in
response to the pandemic, such as fravel restrictions and social distancing measures.
It sought to promote transparency about the response to Covid-19 in places of

detention and ensure that lessons could be learned quickly.
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On 14 April 2020, HMI Prisons returned to the field to pilot the SSV methodology at
HMP Bullingdon, a prison holding adult men.

| exhibit copies of the final methodology used for SSVs in prisons as [CT2/22 —
INQO00586855] and for IRCs as [CT2/23 — INQO00578106]. SSVs were conducted
from April 2020 to June 2020 in line with the Health and Safety guidance exhibited at
[CT2/24 - INQO00586911].

The duration of SSVs was reduced relative to normal inspections. SSVs involved two
or three HMI Prisons inspectors spending a single day in an establishment. While full
inspections before the pandemic considered all Expectations, SSVs focused on key
risk areas based on our Expectations. Inspectors considered Safety (with a focus on
leadership and management, arrival and early days as well as support for the most
vulnerable prisoners, including those at risk of self-harm), Respect (living conditions
and health care), Purposeful Activity and Rehabilitation and Release Planning (contact

with children and families and release planning).

Prisons were not required fo provide any locally collated data to HMI Prisons as part
of an SSV inspection. This decision was made to minimise the burden of inspection on
a system already under immense operational pressure, and due to health and safety
concerns about the risk of inspectorate staff catching and/or spreading the virus to

vulnerable detainees.

Inspectors spoke with detainees, whilst adhering to social distancing guidelines and,
in several places, inspectors were able to call on cell phones. In addition to this,
inspectors spoke to prison staff while walking around establishments and maintaining
suitable social distancing. A link to an online staff survey was issued before every visit,
to consider the views and experiences of staff working in the prisons and IRCs being

inspected. More information about the staff survey is detailed later in the statement.

HMI Prisons’ SSV reports included a short narrative (approximately 1,500 words) on
the experiences of detainees and the way that establishments were managing
pressures and risks. Concerns were presented in the form of a constructive
commentary which took into account the context in which the SSV was conducted:
namely, strict restrictions on social distancing as well as other challenges faced by the
establishment due to the pandemic. No overarching judgements on the establishments

and no recommendations were included in reports.
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SSVs were organised by type of establishment and sector, with reports encompassing
three, or occasionally four, visits rather than individual reports per prison. The staff

surveys were done individually.

The categories of establishment that were agreed as part of the SSV approach were
male adult local prisons, training prisons (not including prisons holding those convicted
of sexual offences), prisons holding those convicted of sexual offences, prisons
holding women, IRCs, long-term and high security prisons and open prisons. In
addition to on-site visits, HMI Prisons conducted data collection and analysis, and

remote oversight in the first instance.

The frequency of inspection was altered. HMI Prisons continued to operate a risk-
based model of inspection, but the selection of sites for SSVs was based on a range
of additional factors including intelligence of Covid-19 outbreaks and sites where
inspection teams could travel with least reliance on public transport and over the
shortest distances from their home to comply with national guidelines and restrictions

to prevent fransmission of Covid-19.

Scrutiny Visits

Whilst the risk posed by the Covid-19 virus remained high as the pandemic continued,
restrictions began to be relaxed in the wider community after the first lockdown,
however this was not mirrored in the prison system. HMI Prisons increasingly found
evidence that prisoners were fatigued and frustrated and finding it more difficult to cope
with the restrictions in place. In light of these factors, a more robust inspection model

was introduced.

HMI Prisons moved to Scrutiny Visits (SVs) which were designed to provide effective
independent scrutiny of a prison system in recovery from the effects of Covid-19, while
continuing to adhere at all times to the ‘do no harm’ principle. SVs recognised that
prisons were stable enough to withstand more intensive scrutiny of outcomes, but that
the ongoing challenges presented by the pandemic meant that it was too early for the
restoration of full inspections. SVs were conducted from July 2020 to May 2021. |
exhibit the SV Methodology published to HMI Prisons’ website as [CT2/25 -
INQOO0586922]. | exhibit the SV methodology for women as [CT2/26 -
INQOO0578113] and the SV methodology for immigration detention as [CT2/27 —
INQO00578110].
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SVs examined the necessity and proportionality of measures taken in response to
Covid-19, and the impact that they had on treatment and conditions during the recovery
phase. SVs were also intended to critically assess the pace at which individual
establishments (re-)established constructive rehabilitative regimes whilst recognising
that establishments would have progressed in terms of recovery at different paces.
SVs were intended to provide transparency about the recovery from Covid-19 in places
of detention and ensure that lessons could be learned quickly and notable positive

practice shared.

SVs were designed to maintain a clear focus on establishment recovery, regime
expansion and realistic progression plans, looking at key areas based on HMI Prisons
existing human rights-based Expectations and using a question set to guide them. The
questions were linked directly to the Expectations and were designed to help
inspectors get to the heart of key issues quickly during their limited time on site.

Individual prison reports were produced, ensuring more detail and accountability.

The selection of the relevant Expectations and the development of the guidance
questions followed a human rights scoping exercise specific to Covid-19 and
consultation with relevant government departments/bodies, inspection partners and
non-governmental organisations (NGOs), and took into account findings from SSVs. |
exhibit the Human Rights Scoping for Scrutiny Visits Methodology as [CT2/28 -
INQO00586941].

The team normally comprised up to eight inspectorate staff (usually including two
researchers who attended in week 1 and up to six inspectors in week 2), but an
additional member of staff could attend for induction purposes. A visit consisted of
three days in total on site: one day in week one, and two days in week two and so, as
with SSVs, were delivered over a shorter duration than a normal full inspection. A
specially designed prisoner survey was implemented for the SVs and inspectors talked
with detainees throughout the inspection. The staff survey was retained. The Chief
Inspector or Deputy Chief Inspector of Prisons attended some, but not all, SVs. A
narrative judgement was included in the introduction that directly addressed progress
towards recovery, but no scores were given. A small number of key concerns and
recommendations could be made, and notable positive practice was included. SVs
were also delivered over a shorter duration than a normal full inspection, taking place
over three days across a two-week period (please note, we erroneously identified this
as four days within our Module 8 witness statement). With the move to SVs, we

returned to prioritising visits based on the level of risk of establishments and time since
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their last full inspection. This did mean, however, that some establishments went

longer between full inspections than they otherwise would have.

Police and Court Custody

69 During the Relevant Period and following a Programme Board meeting in February
2020, HMICFRS assumed lead responsibility for inspecting police custody with HMI
Prisons joining them on inspection. HMICFRS paused inspections, meaning HMI
Prisons could not inspect police custody or introduce an interim inspection model for
this. There was therefore a gap in inspection of police custody from 17 March 2020
until May 2021. HMI Prisons and HMICFRS agreed that, in line with its statutory
responsibilities, HMICFRS would lead the inspections when they resumed in May
2021, with HMI Prisons assisting by inspecting the physical environment, detainee
care, health and arrangements for court, and jointly inspecting the use of force. When
inspections resumed, the methodology did not change, although some

meetings/interviews were conducted via Microsoft Teams rather than in-person.

70 In respect of HMI Prisons' inspections of court custody, no interim inspection model
was introduced. An inspection originally scheduled for July 2020 was delayed while
HMI Prisons consulted with stakeholders and ascertained that relevant guidelines were
in place. HMCTS and Prison Escort and Custody Services (PECS) then agreed to HMI
Prisons resuming inspections. HMI Prisons went on to announce the inspection in July
2020, and it took place in September 2020. The methodology for inspections of court
custody remained unchanged, with the exception that some interviews were conducted

remotely via Microsoft Teams rather than in-person.

Immigration detention

71 Inspections of IRCs were conducted following the SSV and SV methodologies, with
the decision to return to full inspections from May 2021, and the first subsequently
taking place in November 2021. A specially designed detainee survey was
implemented for SVs of IRCs. In respect of other places of immigration detention, such
as residential Short Term Holding Facilities (STHFs), HMI Prisons continued to inspect
as it did prior to the pandemic or the introduction of Covid-19 restrictions, albeit with
additional health and safety considerations addressed as set out in the health and

safety guidance exhibited above.

Military facilities
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73

Military facilities, which are inspected as required on agreement with Ministry of
Defence, were inspected in December 2021. The pandemic did not affect HMI Prisons’

arrangements in this area.
IRPs

IRPs were paused from March 2020 to February 2022 due to the pandemic.

Research on the impact of lockdown

74

75

76

77

The objectives of all research and other activities of HMI Prisons are to support the
scrutiny of places of detention. Beyond the research and analysis listed below, HMI
Prisons made sure that it was aware of the latest operational developments and
intelligence, drawing on a range of sources to compile internal 'daily digest' briefings.
| exhibit a copy of the earliest 'daily digest' we can find, dated 3 April 2020, as [CT2/29
— INQO00586904]. These 'daily digests' were circulated internally to key HMI Prisons’
staff.

Detainee survey

HMI Prisons’ detainee survey forms a vital part of the triangulated evidence base for
each individual establishment by ensuring that the voice of detainees is central to this.
HMI Prisons’ 2019 inspection framework, exhibited as [CT/10 — INQ000586824] at

paragraph 30 above, explains the purpose of the detainee survey in more detail.

In short, the detainee survey in adult establishments is of a representative proportion
of the detainee population, it is confidential and anonymous, and participants are
chosen at random across all wings/units of the establishment. In smaller
establishments, for example in women’s open prisons and some IRCs, all detainees
are offered a chance to complete the survey. In prisons and other large-scale
inspections, the survey is used {o make comparisons between detainee responses
from the inspected establishment and the collective responses from detainees held in
similar establishments. Comparisons are also made between the current responses
and those gathered at the last inspection, alongside a breakdown of responses by
protected characteristics. The data is tested for statistical significance and is annexed

in all HMI Prisons’ inspection reports.

In very small facilities or where the population is transient, alternative arrangements
such as individual interviews or sampling by other means are used to ascertain

detainee views. | exhibit a copy of the survey used in the adult prison estate prior to
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79

80

81

82

83

the pandemic as [CT2/30 — INQO00657793], in IRCs as [CT2/31 — INQOO0657795]
and in MCTCs as [CT2/32 — INQO00657796].

To prevent an undue burden falling on establishments between April and July 2020,
particularly in the early months of the pandemic, and due to health and safety
concerns, HMI Prisons opted to remove the requirement for local data collation, and

detainee surveys were not carried out for the purposes of SSVs.

Surveys were, however, conducted in relation to SVs between July 2020 and April
2021 to ensure the detainee voice informed SV findings. In the adult prison estate, the
survey questionnaire covered issues including Covid-19 restrictions, daily life, safety,
behaviour management, health care and activities. This represented an abridged
version of the full survey used in inspections conducted prior to the pandemic. It was
designed to focus on key areas that were included in the SV methodology informed by
discussions with inspectors. Demographic and background questions were also
included to enable the team to compare responses from different sub-groups of the
prisoner population. An open question at the end of the questionnaire enabled
prisoners to expand on any of their responses. | exhibit a copy of the 2020 SV adult
male questionnaire as [CT2/33 — INQO00657797]. Full surveys were reintroduced in
May 2021.

Due to social distancing measures researchers were not able to obtain verbal consent
from prisoners and therefore returned and completed questionnaires were deemed as
providing consent. It was also not possible to facilitate participation in the survey for
those who required the survey in a language other than English, or to conduct

interviews with prisoners who had literacy problems or visual impairments.

For IRCs, in week 1 detainees were invited to take part in an interview that would take
place in week 2. During this interview, a researcher or inspector would go through an
abbreviated questionnaire face to face with them, using telephone interpretation if

required.

Questionnaires were analysed at HMI Prisons' London office on the day after the onsite

work, following standard HMI Prisons processes for analysis.

There was specific guidance for carrying out surveys, including specific health and
safety practices to prevent the spread of the virus. In line with health and safety
policies, decisions were sometimes taken to not include a specific unit or wing in the

survey if there had been a Covid-19 outbreak, or an outbreak was suspected on the
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85

86

87

88

unit or wing. | exhibit copies of the relevant guidance as [CT2/34 — INQ0O00657800]
and [CT2/35 — INQO00657801], which accompanied HMI Prisons overarching Health

and Safety documentation.

It was not possible fo allocate researchers to ‘local’ establishments, as described in
the health and safety policies for the wider inspection team due to the research team
being London based. Researchers were authorised to fravel by taxi to and from
mainline stations and within London to mitigate any risk of contracting or transmitting
Covid-19.

The SV methodology and associated abridged survey was used until the return of full
inspections in May 2021 at which point the full standard HMI Prisons survey
methodology was reintroduced. In the adult estate we continued to have non-contact
distribution i.e. under doors with no introduction. As with before the pandemic, officers

were still needed for collection from cells.

Aggregate analyses of the full detainee survey (not those used for SVs) in prisons and
YOls feature in or alongside HMI Prisons’ Annual Reports. | exhibit as [CT2/36 —
INQOO0657802] a copy of the published aggregate analysis for 2021-22 and as
[CT2/37 — INQOO0657803] a copy of the aggregate analysis for 2022-23 for men’s
prisons, as [CT2/38 — INQOO0657804] a copy of the aggregate analysis for 2022-23
for women’s prisons and as [CT2/38 — INQOOO657806] a copy of the aggregate
analysis for 2022-23 for IRCs.

Staff survey

An online staff survey was in place for SSVs from April 2020 to consider the views and
experiences of staff working in the prisons and IRCs being inspected. The survey is
confidential and anonymous and is issued before every inspection visit. The findings
can provide useful intelligence in respect of the possible impact of freatment and
conditions of detainees in an establishment. | exhibit as [CT2/40 — INQ INQ0O00657813]
a copy of the staff survey questions used during SSVs and a copy of the staff survey
questionnaire used for SVs as [CT2/41 — INQO00657814].

Staff survey findings were not published separately for SSVs. Individual staff survey
findings were published alongside each individual SV inspection report, with any key

findings highlighted in the main body of the report.

Thematic research
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In addition fo inspections, the inspectorate also undertakes an annual programme of
thematic work and joint work with other criminal justice and associated inspectorates.

The number of thematics delivered each year varies.

Whilst the pandemic posed a range of challenges and meant that initially some
thematic work had to be paused, a wide range of thematic work was still undertaken
during the Relevant Period. For some thematics HMI Prisons moved to online data
collection and reduced site visit time. HMI Prisons carried out thematic work with CJJI
pariners, including work directly related to Covid-19 such as the “Impact of the
pandemic on the criminal justice system”, which | exhibit as [CT2/42 — INQ0O00215575]
and a follow-up piece called “The impact of the pandemic on the criminal justice system
— a progress report” which | exhibit as [CT2/43 — INQ000215568].

Similarly, HMI Prisons individual thematic work included work that directly related to
Covid-19, for example “What happens to prisoners in a pandemic?” which | exhibit as
[CT2/44 — INQOO0469662], but also a range of other thematics on topics including a

review of reading education in prisons.

During the period where SSVs were in place, the team also compiled an aggregate
report on SSVs, a copy of which | exhibit as [CT2/45 — INQO00498662].

All thematic reports include a methodology section that sets out the methodology
employed, the rationale for it and any ethics considerations. Thematics undertaken
during the Relevant Period will have considered any potential burden on
establishments, including any relevant health and safety considerations. For example,
in our “What happens to prisoners in a pandemic?” thematic, HMI Prisons did not
interview any prisoners who were shielding, symptomatic or quarantining in the 14-day
period following arrival in prison. However, the sample did include prisoners who had
previously spent time in each of these environments, so HMI Prisons could understand

these experiences.

Annual reports

The Chief Inspector of Prisons is required in legislation to submit an annual report to
be laid before Parliament. HMI Prisons continued to produce this analysis throughout
the Relevant Period. | exhibit as [CT2/46 — INQO000613078] the Annual Report for 2019
- 20, as [CT2/47 — INQO0O0586924] the Annual Report for 2020 - 21, as [CT2/48 —
INQ000620824] the Annual Report for 2021 - 22 and as [CT2/49 — INQ000469580] the
Annual Report for 2022 - 23. There was a slight delay to publication of the 2019 - 20
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Annual Report, which was ordered to be printed on 20 October 2020. However, this
enabled the inclusion of an annex about the impact of Covid-19 and HMI Prisons’

response.
C. Impact on Prisons and other places of Detention

The size of the population in prisons and other places of detention

95 HMI Prisons considered factors relevant to the size of the prison population in the
course of two thematics that HMI Prisons undertook as part of the Criminal Justice
Joint Inspection, exhibited as [CT2/42 - INQO00215575] and [CT2/43 -
INQO00215568] at paragraphs 90 above.

96 The 2021 report noted that two temporary early-release schemes were introduced in
April 2020 to reduce the prison population, but that these had very limited effect. Only
316 prisoners were released, despite many more prisoners being assessed as suitable

and referred to HMPPS for consideration. The schemes were paused in August 2020.

97 Despite this, between March and September 2020 the total prison population fell by
4.5% (82,990 to 79,235), largely because of reduced court activity reducing receptions
to prison. This trend continued when HMI Prisons reported in May 2022. Although the
prison population increased by 1% between December 2020 and December 2021, to

79,092, the overall prison population was still 5% lower than in December 2019.

98 Anocther trend identified in both reports was a growing remand population. Between
March and September 2020, HMI Prisons noted that the remand population had
increased by 22% (from 10,043 to 12,274), representing 15.5% of the prison population
and that legislative amendments, specifically the Prosecution of Offences (Custody
Time Limits) (Coronavirus) (Amendment) Regulations 2020, which came into force on
28 September 2020 extended the custody time limits for some individuals on remand
by 56 days.

g9 Between December 2020 and December 2021, the remand population increased by
6%, of which the ‘convicted unsentenced’ population rose by 16% and the ‘untried’
population rose by 1%. In June 2019, 6% of the remand population were held on
remand for more than a year, whereas in June 2021 this represented 12% of the
remand population. Estimates taken from prison receptions data suggested that the

mean time spent on remand was fairly stable between 2015 and 2019 (ranging
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between 39 and 42 days), then increased to 51 days in 2020 and 61 days between
January and March 2021.

100  More recent statistics about Women and the Criminal Justice System 2023 (published
by Mod on 30 January 2025) suggest that there have been particularly significant
increases in the number of women remanded during the Relevant Period and beyond.
| exhibit a copy of the publication as [CT2/50 — INQO00657823]. The release
highlighted a 44% increase in the number of women remanded from 600 to 864,
between June 2020 and June 2024.

Immigration detention

101 HMI Prisons’ analysis of the population in immigration detention during the Relevant
Period is primarily set out in its 2021 - 22 Annual Report, exhibited as [CT2/48 —
INQO000620824] at paragraph 94 above. All four inspected IRCs saw a major reduction
in their populations as a result of the Covid-19 pandemic. Immigration detention ceases
to be lawful when there is no reasonable prospect of removal and the travel restrictions
imposed during the pandemic made removal unlikely. HMI Prisons’ SSV report on
IRCs, exhibited as [CT2/51 — INQOO0577892], explained that there were over 600
releases from the largest centre, Harmondsworth IRC, in March 2020, leaving 63
remaining detainees; at Morton Hall the population had decreased by around two-
thirds to 76 on the day of HMI Prisons’ visit; there were 42 detainees in Brook House
IRC; and only 16 women remained in Yarl's Wood, a residential short-term holding
facility (RSTHF).

102 By contrast, HMI Prisons saw very high numbers of people held in the south coast
detention facilities. The number of people detained in prisons solely under immigration
powers also rose sharply in 2021 — 2022, increasing by 31% when compared with the

previous year.

103  In 2021 — 2022, 282 people entered immigration detention. Although this was almost
double the previous year, it followed a large fall in the number of people entering
detention during the first wave of Covid-19 in 2020 and was 9% higher than before the
pandemic in 2019 — 2020. On 31 March 2022, there were 1,440 people in immigration
detention, including those detained solely under immigration powers in prison (these

figures do not include those held for short periods in non-residential STHFs).

Capacity levels in prisons and other places of detention
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Prisons

104  HMI Prisons does not routinely analyse capacity levels in its inspection reports.
However, where HMI Prisons is made aware of recent changes, it highlights these
where relevant. For example, HMI Prisons noted in its report on SSVs to Category C
training prisons, exhibited as [CT2/52 — INQO0O0657826], that, to relieve population
pressures, HMP Coldingley’s operational capacity had been reduced, and 48 new
temporary single cells were being prepared for habitation. Once the temporary cells
came into use, cell sharing was scheduled to end altogether in the weeks following

HMI Prisons visit.

Immigration detention

105 Al IRCs had been operating with populations well below their capacity before the onset
of the Covid-19 crisis. This was the result of an established HO policy to maintain lower
numbers in detention. HMI Prisons’ SSV report on IRCs in May 2020, exhibited as
[CT2/51 - INQOO0577892] at paragraph 101, explains that as the pandemic intensified

there were dramatic further reductions.

106  HMI Prisons’ 2021 - 22 Annual Report, exhibited as [CT2/48 — INQ000620824] at
paragraph 94, highlighted that the pandemic had limited the number of people held in
IRCs and the centres had populations well below their capacity, although it noted
sections of all centres were being used to hold migrants who had arrived across the

English Channel in small boats.

107 The HO reduced the effective capacity of IRCs because of the policy on social
distancing and it was able to do so because it can release anyone from administrative
detention at any time. This is in contrast with the prison estate; whereby social
distancing could only be achieved by locking regimes down. All IRCs maintained
relatively open regimes, with the exception being sites at the south coast, outlined in

more detail below.

Levels of overcrowding in prisons and other places of detention

Prisons

108 Despite it being even more important than it was before the pandemic that the prison
estate only held as many prisoners as could be safely and decently managed, HMI
Prisons’ aggregate report on SSVs exhibited as [CT2/45 — INQO00498622] at

paragraph 92 above, noted that many prisons HMI Prisons visited suffered from
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overcrowding, which was already an issue prior to the pandemic. Where prisoners lived
in overcrowded cells, this exacerbated the impact of restrictions. Social distancing was
also difficult in parts of many prisons because of the design of the buildings. It was
particularly difficult to achieve in overcrowded Victorian prisons, such as HMP

Wandsworth, that had narrow prison landings.

109  HMI Prisons’ SSV report undertaken in April 2020, on local prisons HMP Wandsworth,
HMP Elmley and HMP Altcourse, exhibited as [CT2/53 — INQ 000657827], noted that
all prisons had slightly reduced populations but were still overcrowded. In HMI Prisons’
SSV report undertaken in June 2020 on HMP Leeds, HMP Thameside and HMP
Winchester, exhibited as [CT2/54 — INQ0O00657828], overcrowding was also a problem
despite all three sites also having had a reduction in population. Most prisoners at HMP
Leeds and many at HMP Winchester shared Victorian cells, originally built to hold only

one person, though this was not unique to the Relevant Period.

110 When HMI Prisons was conducting SVs, as expected it found that it was primarily local
Victorian prisons that were overcrowded including HMP Pentonville, HMP Exeter and
HMP Leicester. HMI Prisons noted that HMP Preston in particular was severely
overcrowded, which meant that it was struggling to implement best practices in
cohorting procedures. Overcrowding continued to feature in many of HMI Prisons’

inspections of local prisons when HMI Prisons returned to full inspections.

111 Women in prison make up a very small minority of the overall prison population
compared with men, and the women’s estate does not, therefore, face the same
population pressures as the men’s estate. Overcrowding in women’s prisons was not

highlighted as an issue during HMI Prisons’ inspections or visits.

Immigration detention

112  The lower numbers in IRCs meant that detainees could be accommodated in single
rooms, usually with their own toilets and showers, which provided additional privacy
and helped to curtail the spread of the virus. A copy of HMI Prisons’ 2020 - 21 Annual
Report is exhibited as [CT2/47 — INQ000586924] at paragraph 94 above.

113  Overcrowding was less of an issue in IRCs, even when HMI Prisons returned to full
inspections. However, when HMI Prisons visited Brook House IRC in May and June
2022 it found a population that had increased considerably in the few weeks preceding

the inspection. At Brook House IRC, 344 detainees were held at the time of inspection
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which, although still within operational capacity, meant that the centre felt crowded. |
exhibit a copy of the Brook House IRC report as [CT2/55 — INQO00586778].

114  In contrast, HMI Prisons saw very high numbers of people held in the south coast
detention facilities. HMI Prisons’ inspection of STHFs at Dover, undertaken in
September 2020, raised the concern that detainees at Tug Haven were often crowded
into spaces where social distancing was not possible. | exhibit a copy of HMI Prisons’
inspection report of detention facilities at Dover as [CT2/56 — INQ0O00498642].

115 A subsequent inspection of detention facilities at Dover and Folkestone STHFs, carried
out in October and November 2021, reported that the crowded conditions at all of the
inspected places of detention increased the likelihood of transmission of airborne
communicable diseases, such as Tuberculosis (TB) or the Covid-19 virus. Inspectors
reported that the marquee arrival area at Tug Haven quickly became crowded, with
migrants queuing outside in wet clothes, and others sleeping on the floor inside. |
exhibit a copy of HMI Prisons’ Inspection Report of detention facilities at Dover and
Folkestone in October and November 2021 as [CT2/57 — INQO0O0508588].

The introduction of pandemic related policies

116  HMI Prisons did not make judgements in relation to the Exceptional Delivery Model,
consistent with its approach to inspection in general. Inspectors at HMI Prisons focus
primarily on outcomes experienced by detainees. Whilst policies and ways of working
are important contextually and provide a framework to the way treatment and
conditions are managed, HMI Prisons does not set out specifically to analyse policies.
HMPPS usefully shared information with HMI Prisons about which prisons were on
different regimes and what this meant, but this information was used for inspection

planning purposes.

117  The greatest challenge foreseen by all CJJI partners was ultimately how the criminal
justice system would shift back from pandemic exceptional delivery arrangements to a
more business-as-usual way of working, a point made in the CJJI progress report on
the pandemic exhibited as [CT2/43 — INQ0O00215568] at paragraph 90. A very similar
point had also been made by my predecessor, Peter Clarke, as early as May 2020, in
a letter commenting on the draft document “National Framework for Prison Regimes
and Services”. | exhibit a copy of this letter as [CT2/58 — INQ000643212].

118 On cohorting strategies, HMI Prisons’ reports on adult men’s prisons primarily

highlighted arrangements for newly arrived prisoners who were quarantined for 14
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days on a dedicated reverse cohort unit (RCU). HMI Prisons’ 2019 - 20 Annual Report,
exhibited as [CT2/46 — INQO00613078] at paragraph 94, noted that the sharing of cells
in some local prisons increased the risk of virus transmission, as did the cross-

deployment of staff between units and other wings in some establishments.

119 It also reported that most prisons had accommodation to isolate prisoners with
symptoms or confirmed as having Covid-19, although some spent unacceptably long
periods without access to a shower or exercise. Prisons also set up units for prisoners
who needed to be shielded, but most eligible prisoners had declined to move into them,

often because they would receive less time out of cell.

120 At the time of HMI Prisons’ SVs, which ran from July 2020 to March 2021, the regimes
on most RCUs were similar to those in the main prisons, but there were some notable

exceptions.

121 In prisons holding women, HMI Prisons’ 2019 - 20 Annual Report similarly noted that
new arrivals, vulnerable prisoners and those with symptoms were kept isolated.
However, at HMP/YOIl Eastwood Park, symptomatic prisoners were kept in their cell
for up to seven days with no time outside. Prisoners were also reluctant to move into

shielding units.

122 Some leaders continued the pandemic measure of ‘cohorting’ prisoners in small
groups to limit conflict in prisons into 2022 and 2023, as revealed in HMI Prisons’ 2022
- 23 Annual Report exhibited as [CT2/49 — INQO00469580] at paragraph 94. For
example, prisoners were unlocked for a short time in small cohorts at HMP Pentonville
and HMP Isis because of tensions between gang members. Often prisoners were
unlocked later, or locked up earlier, than published times at HMP Exeter and HMP

Wayland.

123  In the immigration estate the 2020 - 21 Annual Report, exhibited as [CT2/47 —
INQO00586924] at paragraph 94, highlighted some issues with cohorting. At Napier
Barracks, which HMI Prisons inspected alongside the Independent Chief Inspector of
Borders and Immigration (ICIBI), there had been a significant Covid-19 outbreak, with
the communal conditions and inability to cohort residents effectively meaning that once
one person was infected, a large-scale outbreak was virtually inevitable. Cohorting
arrangements to minimise the risk of transmission were reported on more positively in
HMI Prisons’ 2021 - 22 Annual Report, exhibited as [CT2/48 — INQ000620824] at
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paragraph 94, with inspectors considering them to be well managed at both of the

centres visited.

124  In relation to the End of Custody Temporary Release (ECTR) scheme, introduced in
April 2020, HMI Prisons concluded that the scheme made little impact. HMI Prisons’
2020 - 21 Annual Report, exhibited as [CT2/47 — INQO00586924] at paragraph 94,
explains that the aim was to reduce the numbers of prisoners in overcrowded prisons
and to enable HMPPS to maximise its cohorting strategy and use of single-cell
accommodation. Despite considerable work by some prisons, such as HMP Bristol, to
assess those potentially eligible, only 13 prisoners in all the men’s prisons (22 in total)
HMI Prisons visited via SVs in the Relevant Period had been released through the
ECTR scheme.

125 In the women’s estate, HMI Prisons similarly reported in its 2020 - 21 Annual Report
that the ECTR scheme had failed. Despite work at all sites (5 sites in total} to release
women on this scheme, at the time of HMI Prisons’ SSVs, only four out of over 140

prisoners reviewed as potential candidates for it had been released.

Insight and analysis of longer-term effects of the Covid-19 pandemic

Prisons

126  Short-term decreases in the prison population during the pandemic were not
sustained, with the prison population resuming its broadly upwards trend line once the
pandemic was over. Today, prisons regularly operate near or at capacity and HMI
Prisons regularly comments on the fact that, until prison estate capacity pressures are
meaningfully addressed, much-needed improvements in outcomes are unlikely to be

achieved.

127  The issues found in local reception prisons that were present before the pandemic,
notably high levels of overcrowding, persist today. HMI Prisons’ inspection of HMP
Wandsworth in August 2024 for example found that the prison remained one of the
most crowded in the country, with around 80% of prisoners sharing cramped cells

designed for one.

128  Several schemes have been introduced to try to manage the prison population. These
include early release schemes such as End of Custody Supervised License (ECSL)
under the previous government and Standard Determinate Sentences 40% (SDS40)

under the current government, as well as a range of other initiatives such as the
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Temporary Presumptive Recategorisation Scheme (TPRS), changes to recall and
changes to Home Detention Curfew (HDC) arrangements. These changes have had a
range of implications for those living and working in the prison estate but have not
materially changed the total prison population. Offender management statistics
published by MoJ on 31 July 2025 revealed the total prison population was virtually
unchanged from 30 June 2025 compared to the same point in 2024.

129  The number of people in prison on remand continues to rise, with the latest official
statistics suggesting that the remand population as at 30 June 2025 was 17,701
(representing 20% of the total prison population). HMI Prisons has regularly highlighted
the lack of provision for this group, particularly in resettlement services. In HMI Prisons’
2024 - 25 Annual Report, exhibited as [CT2/59 — INQ000657835], it noted serious and
ongoing problems in meeting the needs of high remand populations in local prisons.
These prisoners are not allocated a Prisoner and Offender Manager (POM) and often
do not receive support in key areas. At HMP Belmarsh for example, which held around
60% who were not convicted or sentenced, there was no help for remanded prisoners
when they arrived in custody fo resolve issues with their community accommodation,
employment, caring responsibilities or finances, and there was no bail information

officer.

130 A development post-Covid has been a rise in the recall prison population, which was
13,538 as at 30 June 2025, 11% higher than 30 June 2024. From September this year
fixed term recall has been mandated for most prisoners on sentences of under 4 years,

as part of efforts to avoid running out of prison places later in 2025.

Immigration detention

131 In immigration detention, the reduced populations seen during the pandemic have
since risen. HMI Prisons’ 2024 - 25 Annual Report, exhibited as [CT2/59 —
INQOO0657835] at paragraph 129, highlights that both Harmondsworth IRC and Brook
House IRC were holding more detainees than they could manage well, and that neither
was providing enough care. Harmondsworth IRC in particular did not have enough
space or experienced staff to manage an increasingly vulnerable population. HMI
Prisons judged the conditions and treatment at Harmondsworth IRC in 2024 to be the
worst that it had seen at an IRC. A subsequent IRP indicated a much-improved
situation. | exhibit a copy of the Harmondsworth IRC IRP as [CT2/60 — INQO00657837].
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132  In STHFs, HMI Prisons’ inspection of the STHFs at Western Jet Foil, Manston and
Kent Intake Units, undertaken in July 2024, noted that the staffing problems that HMI
Prisons described at previous inspections had largely been resolved. This increased
level of staffing and increased speed of processing had had a positive impact on
detainee care. At the time, HMI Prisons found a properly resourced and consequently
more effective contingency operation that could manage high numbers of new arrivals

with reasonable efficiency.

Insight and Analysis on impact on Prisons and other places of Detention

Regional differences

133  HMI Prisons did not undertake analysis which would enable it to specify regional
differences in relation to population sizes, capacity or overcrowding in places of

detention.

Institution type

134  Any variations identified by institution type, for example greater crowding in reception

prisons, have already been set out earlier in this statement.

Demographic groups

135 HMI Prisons did not undertake analysis which would enable it to systematically specify
differences between demographic groups in relation to population size, capacity or

overcrowding. HMPPS is better placed to provide this information.
D. Impact on infection and mortality rates

136  Possible drivers of infection and/or mortality of those in detention during the pandemic
will be complex and varied, likely involving a range of factors. Organisations including
public health bodies, MoJ and HMPPS, as well as the PPO, will be better placed to
share their analysis on these matters, drawing on official statistics and data collated

during the Relevant Period.

137  As detailed earlier, HMI Prisons can make use of published official statistics but does
not contribute to the regulation, collection analysis or dissemination of detention data
and/or statistics. Data used in inspection reports is ‘validated’ by establishments and
may be used in official statistics by, for example HMPPS, but HMI Prisons does not

contribute to this. Inspection survey data does not constitute official statistics. HMI
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Prisons cannot therefore directly provide data relating to Covid-12 infection rates,
Covid-19 related deaths, suicide rates and drug related deaths, and its ability to

comment on potential drivers is limited.

138  Where inspectors identified specific considerations within establishments that may
have had a bearing on infection rates and/or deaths, these were noted in HMI Prisons’
reports. Some high-level analysis of official statistics for some of these matters also
featured in HMI Prisons’ Annual Reports on places of detention. Further detail is

provided below, split out according to different places of detention.
Prisons

138  Prison SSV and SV reports, particularly during the early stages of the pandemic,
suggest some potential establishment specific factors that may have had a bearing on
infection rates. These include, but are not limited to, how effectively local management
responded initially to the crisis, how quickly regime changes were implemented and
levels of prisoner movement, whether prisoners had in-cell showers, the extent of wing
cleaning, how consistently reverse cohorting was implemented, how crowded an
establishment was and how wide landings and other areas of the prison were,
determining the extent to which social distancing could be adhered to. HMI Prisons’
report on SSVs fo local prisons in April 2020, for example, found that narrow landings
and cramped accommodation made social distancing extremely difficult in some parts
of each prison. | refer to HMI Prisons’ report on SSVs to local prisons in April 2020
exhibited as [CT2/53 — INQO00657827] at paragraph 108.

140  The extent to which these directly impacted on infection rates however is unclear, and
HMI Prisons’ “What happens to prisoners in a pandemic?” thematic, exhibited as
[CT2/44 —INQOO0469662] at paragraph 91 above, highlights factors beyond the prison
walls. For example, in prisons for women, which tended to be smaller and hold fewer
people, the main perceived risk of transmission among prisoners was with staff who

came into the prison from the community each day.

141 HMI Prisons’ 2020 - 21 Annual Report, exhibited as [CT2/47 — INQ000586924] at
paragraph 94 above, drew on official published statistics to note that early in the
pandemic the number of Covid-19 deaths in prisons nationally was low, with 23 Covid-
related prisoner deaths until June 2020 and no deaths between June and September
2020. Following the second wave of the virus and with an increase in prisoner

movements and higher infection rates in local communities, 116 prisoners had died as
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a result of Covid-19 by 31 March 2021, and a further 27 had died having tested positive

for the virus.

142  Similarly, official statistics quoted in HMI Prisons’ 2021 - 22 Annual Report, exhibited
as [CT2/48 —INQO00620824] at paragraph 94 above, detailed that, between April 2021
and 31 March 2022, 45 prisoners had died within 60 days of having tested positive for
the virus or where there was a clinical assessment that Covid-19 was a contributory
factor in their death. Of these, 34 were suspected or confirmed to be caused by Covid-
19. The upsurge in the more infectious Omicron variant saw most prisons in outbreak
status in December 2021, with 4,370 confirmed cases of Covid-19 in prisons in

England and Wales and eight deaths that month.

143  With regard to self-inflicted deaths, official MoJ statistics suggested these were
relatively stable during the early phases of the pandemic. HMI Prisons’ 2019 - 20
Annual Report, exhibited as [CT2/46 — INQC00613078] at paragraph 94 above, used
these statistics, finding that the number of self-inflicted deaths in adult men’s prisons
remained similar to previous years. The 2020 - 21 Annual Report, exhibited as [CT2/47
— INQO00586924] at paragraph 94 above, reported that the number of self-inflicted
deaths in adult men’s prisons remained very similar to the previous year. In the 12
months to March 2021, there were 77 such deaths compared with 78 the year before.
Finally, in the 2021 - 22 Annual Report, exhibited as [CT2/48 — INQ000620824] at
paragraph 94 above, it was noted that 74 prisoners took their own lives in the 12
months fo March 2022. In the calendar year 2021, 37% of self-inflicted deaths were of
prisoners on remand, a population that this statement has already identified grew

rapidly during the Relevant Period.

144  HMI Prisons’ did not feature any specific analysis about drug-related deaths in its

Annual Reports.

Immigration detention

145  HMI Prisons’ 2021 - 22 Annual Report, exhibited as [CT2/48 — INQ000620824] at
paragraph 94 above, noted that there had been very few cases of Covid-19 when HMI
Prisons visited IRCs, before the emergence of the Omicron variant at the end of 2021.
At the time of HMI Prisons’ visits, there had been only eight positive detainee cases at

Harmondsworth IRC and just one at Dungavel IRC since the start of the pandemic.

146  Though we cannot be sure as to the reasons why this was the case, commentary in
the 2021 - 22 Annual Report, exhibited as [CT2/48 — INQ000620824] at paragraph 94
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above, provides some useful areas for consideration. For example, inspectors judged
health risks to have been managed at both centres through good leadership and
effective partnership working with the HO and health providers. Health information was
available to detainees in several languages and the roll-out of the national Covid-19
vaccination programme was well coordinated, although take-up was low at
Harmondsworth IRC. Cohorting arrangements to minimise the risk of transmission
were managed well at both centres. The low number of detainees also meant that they
were generally accommodated in single rooms or cells, which helped to prevent the

spread of the virus.

147  Across other places of detention, for example court custody, inspectors similarly found
varying practice relating to infection control. The extent to which different activities had
a positive and/or negative effect on Covid-19 infection rates and/or Covid-19 related

deaths is not however something that HMI Prisons formally assessed.

HMI Prisons’ insight and analysis

148  HMI Prisons has not conducted, either during the Relevant Period or since, analysis

which would enable it to determine:

a) the extent to which any changes in rates could be attributed to the pandemic;

b) any potential relationship between prison population levels, capacity levels and

overcrowding with Covid-19 infection and/or mortality rates;

c) regional differences in relation to Covid-19 infection rates and/or mortality

rates; and

d) differences between demographic groups in relation to Covid-19 infection rates

and/or mortality rates.

149  Any variations identified by institution type, for example greater crowding in reception
prisons or lower rates generally of Covid-19 in IRCs, have already been set out earlier

in this statement.
E. Impact on Prisoners and those Detained

150  Throughout the pandemic, HMI Prisons continued to inspect prisons against its
published Expectations using the methodology set out in its 2019 Inspection

Framework and adapted methodologies for SSVs and SVs. Therefore, the majority of
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HMI Prisons’ insight on how the impact of the pandemic and measures introduced in
response to it on those in prisons and other places of detention derives from its overall
inspection findings on the treatment and conditions of detainees during this period,
rather than separate analysis about the pandemic. However, in addition to HMI
Prisons’ regular programme of inspections, HMI Prisons produced a dedicated piece
of thematic work, “What happens fo prisoners in a pandemic?”, exhibited as [CT2/44
— INQOO00469662] at paragraph 91 above which focused specifically on the impact of
pandemic restrictions on those detained in prisons in England and Wales during the
initial stages of the pandemic. HMI Prisons also worked with other inspectorates to
publish two CJJI thematics dedicated to the impact of the pandemic on the criminal
justice system, exhibited as [CT2/42 — INQO00215575] and [CT2/43 — INQO000215568]
at paragraph 90 above.

Time spent in and/or out of cells including the use of prolonged cell confinement

151 HMI Prisons’ Expectations for adult prisons from the Relevant Period, referred to at
paragraphs 41 — 42 above, state that detainees should be out of their cells for up to
ten hours on weekdays. This should enable prisoners to attend work, education or
training, to make telephone calls or attend visits, to carry out administrative tasks such
as showering, collecting prescribed medications or canteen and to allow time in the

fresh air, for exercise and for association.

152  Before the pandemic most prisons did not meet this expectation and, in 2019 - 20, just

13% of prisoners said that they received 10 hours a day out of their cells.

1563  However, despite longstanding challenges in the provision of sufficient time out of cell
and purposeful activity in many establishments, there had never in recent history been
a time when the entire prison population had such little time unlocked. From the end
of March 2020, the majority of prisoners were locked in their cells for most of the day,
with many having as little as 45 minutes out of their cells, in order to minimise contact

with others and prevent the spread of Covid-19.

154  While restrictions were relaxed in the community during the summer of 2020, most
restrictions remained in place in prisons, with only minor relaxations or mitigations. |
refer to HMI Prisons’ 2020 — 21 Annual Report exhibited as [CT2/47 — INQO00586924]
at paragraph 94 above. Most prisoners continued to be let out only to shower, exercise
and complete other tasks with SVs between July and October 2020 finding that the

average daily amount of time out of cell for prisoners was still just 90 minutes. HMP
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Whitemoor, a high-security prison with a stable, long-term population, offered the
longest time out of cell at 150 minutes a day. In comparison, at HMP Pentonville, a
busy reception prison with a transitory population, prisoners had just 45 minutes out of
their cells a day. It is not possible to directly compare this with provision pre-pandemic
as HMI Prisons did not report on time out of cell to this level of detail. However, in 2019
- 2020, only 12% of men in category C fraining establishments, where most prisoners
should be in full time employment or education, told HMI Prisons they spent less than
two hours out of their cell, and 14% said they spent more than 10 hours out of their cell
in line with HMI Prisons’ expectation on this. In the interviews conducted in support of
HMI Prisons’ thematic review “What happens to prisoners in a pandemic?”, prisoners
told HMI Prisons that they felt that the initial lockdown rules in prisons were necessary
but questioned the legitimacy and fairness of the continuing regimes, exhibited as
[CT2/44 — INQO00469662] at paragraph 91 above.

155  Although some prison governors had been making plans to adjust their regimes
gradually and improve time out of cell further, these were halted when there was a
second wave of the pandemic towards the end of 2020. This meant that many

prisoners spent at least 90% of their time behind their cell doors for over 12 months.

156  The findings from the thematic report, exhibited as [CT2/44 — INQO00469662] at
paragraph 91, provided HMI Prisons with insight into how the pandemic measures
introduced in response to Covid-19 impacted people in prison. For many prisoners,
this meant being confined to a small cell with limited ventilation, a toilet that may or
may not have a curtain in front of it and a television. Many prisoners shared these small
cells with a cell mate meaning they had little to no privacy. While this provided some
mitigation from loneliness and isolation, men told HMI Prisons that their ongoing
confinement at close quarters often led to irritation and disagreements. Those in single
cells, meanwhile, benefited from privacy but spoke of loneliness and many craved
social interactions. Poor ventilation was particularly challenging during the heatwave
in the summer of 2020, but also when heating was turned on for the winter. The rising

temperatures in cells meant prisoners found exercising within them very difficult.

157  Prisoners were frustrated that they often did not have enough time out of their cells to
complete their essential daily tasks and therefore had to choose between them. At
HMP Erlestoke, some prisoners had to sacrifice time in the open air because their
meals were served at the same time. In addition to this, prisoners at HMP Risley were
sometimes required to choose between atiending their health care appointment or

having a shower. At HMP Swansea, prisoners did not have enough time to shower,
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clean their cells and make a telephone call. Whereas, at HMP Northumberland, the
need for prisoners to use a communal touchscreen kiosk to place orders further

reduced the limited amount of free time available unlocked from their cells.

158  Findings from the thematic review found that some prisoners reported receiving
unofficial punishments from staff if they took too long to complete their daily chores.
These typically consisted of depriving prisoners of a shower or their exercise period

for the next day.

159  Despite lower incidence of violence during this time, prisoners continued to feel unsafe,
and men told HMI Prisons of their fears that grudges continued to brew behind cell
doors and that violence would resurge once doors were unlocked. Within the women’s
estate, some women who had endured bullying prior to the pandemic while attending
usual activities told HMI Prisons that they felt relief at the protection that the restrictions
provided them, which included the additional staff supervision in the times when they
were unlocked from their cells. Other women, however, started to see time locked up

in their cells as a punishment as the pandemic progressed.

160  Prisoners described the effect that chronic boredom and inactivity had had on them as
they spent most of their daily lives locked in one room, and findings indicated that they
frequently compared themselves to feeling like a caged animal and felt that their
treatment was inhumane. Some prisoners saw no point in getting up in the morning
due to the lack of purpose, activity and stimulation, whilst others dreaded the next day
arriving due to the monotony of daily routine. Prisoners described the feeling of going
“stir crazy” and they repeatedly referenced the film ‘Groundhog Day’ as a comparison
to daily life, in which the main character is forced to endure the same day over and

over again every time he wakes up.

161  The pressure caused by such long periods of isolation had resulted in some prisoners
using unhealthy coping strategies. Women reported that there had been an increase
in self-harm related coping mechanisms during the pandemic as a way of managing
increased stress, low mood and anxiety. The removal of the usual coping strategies,
such as talking to friends during association periods and regular therapy sessions, had

increased some women'’s distress.

162  Over-sleeping became common among prisoners, who no longer had any meaningful
structure or routine to mark out the boundaries of their days. Some prisoners also used

drugs, typically psychoactive substances, to pass the long hours in their cells, relieve
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the intense boredom and monotony and help them sleep. Prisoners talked about
spending their days watching the same television programmes over and over until this
became monotonous. Prisoners appreciated listening to the radio but they were
frustrated by the limited number of radio stations accessible through their television
and they were not always able to obtain a separate radio. Men who were allowed to
have their games console from their property relied heavily on them to keep

themselves distracted.

163  Some prisoners had developed mundane daily routines as a way of managing their
feelings. These included listening to the ticking of the clock or counting down the days
on the calendar. Others kept rearranging their belongings, delayed putting things into

the bin or moved photos around on the wall.

164  As the pandemic progressed, HMI Prisons saw disappointingly slow progress on
improvements to the amount of time out of cell. Inspections of HMP Deerbolt, HMP
Belmarsh, HMP Manchester, HMP Brinsford and HMP&YOI Chelmsford in the summer
of 2021, for example, found most men continued to spend less than two hours out of
their cells. Almost a year later, in June 2022, HMI Prisons noted that unemployed
prisoners were locked in their cells for 22 hours a day in HMP Wandsworth, HMP Leeds
and HMP Nottingham.

Immigration detention

165  Immigration detention should be non-punitive and non-carceral — that is it should not
mirror detention in a prison environment. HMI Prisons’ Expectations for immigration
detention make clear that detainees should not be locked in their rooms and should
have as much freedom of movement within the place of detention as possible to mirror

conditions in the community.

166 At the start of the pandemic, the HO released many administrative detainees given
there was little prospect of removing them while international travel restrictions were
in place. Those who remained in detention were not subjected to the restrictions that
were observed in prisons at this time. Detainees in all centres had generally good
freedom of movement and, in May 2020, those in Morton Hall IRC and Yarl's Wood
RSTHF, reported that they could move around the centres and their grounds all day.
At Harmondsworth IRC, HMI Prisons’ SV in March 2021 found that detainees were

locked in their cells for an hour at lunchtime and from 9pm to 8:45am. Inspections in
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early 2022 at Brook House and Colnbrook IRCs, found that detainees were locked in

their cells overnight.

167  Detainees had access to activities throughout the pandemic, and many were able to

work if they wanted fo.

168 The sharp reduction in detainee numbers also meant that all those in IRCs could be

accommodated in single rooms, usually with toilets and showers.

Time spent in isolation and/or alone in cells

168 In respect of the isolation of those with Covid-12 symptoms, sites across all estates
took precautions on this in line with government guidance, although some
establishments interpreted this far more cautiously than others resulting in what HMI

Prisons considered to sometimes be excessive restrictions.

170  From the beginning of the pandemic until restrictions were lifted, newly arrived
prisoners were quarantined for 14 days on RCUs. HMI Prisons’ SVs found that the
regimes on most RCUs were similar to those in the main prison, but there were some
notable exceptions. At HMP Wymott, some RCU prisoners were allowed out of their
cells for only 40 minutes a day, less than half the time of the general population. On
some days at HMP Humber and HMP Leicester, RCU prisoners spent just 20 minutes
out of their cells and they also lost the entitlement to outside exercise altogether. |
exhibit a copy of HMI Prisons’ Annual Report for 2020 — 21 as [CT2/47 -
INQO00586924] at paragraph 94. Once restrictions were lifted, prisoners were no
longer routinely quarantined in this way, although symptomatic prisoners would still

have been held in isolation.

171 The findings from the Thematic Review, “What happens to prisoners in a pandemic?”
(exhibited as [CT2/44 — INQO00469662] at paragraph 91 above) included the
psychological effects which prisoners described to us of such long periods on their

own.

172  Once located in the main prison, clinically vulnerable prisoners who were offered the
chance to shield from the virus had sometimes declined these additional protection
arrangements because their already limited daily lives would have been further
diminished, with even less time out of cell and less human contact. At the August 2021
inspection of HMP Erlestoke, inspectors continued to find that prisoners who were

isolating were being allowed only 30 minutes out of their cells a day.
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173  Some prisoners told HMI Prisons they had not disclosed Covid-19 symptoms to prison
staff because they did not want to endure 14 days isolation in their cell. They told HMI

Prisons they were very worried about the effect this would have on their mental health.

174  For those isolated from the main population in segregation units, time out of cell could
be as little as 30 minutes a day and conditions could be very bleak with a number of
segregation units being in a very poor state of repair and, for example, lacking
electricity beyond the ceiling light. This was not unique to the pandemic, however, as
HMI Prisons has reported on very limited regimes and poor conditions in segregation

units for many years, and continues to do so.

Immigration detention

175 Immigration detainees were not generally subject to the strict conditions of those
detained in prisons, but new arrivals were held in quarantine for 14 days throughout
the pandemic. During this time, they had access to recreational activities. For example,
at Dungavel IRC, inspected in summer 2021, isolating detainees had access to a small
fitness room and could continue to order items from the shop and library, and arrange

Skype calls with legal representatives or family members.

176  The exception to this was at Napier Barracks, contingency asylum accommodation
inspected with the ICIBI, where those isolating were housed in appalling conditions in
a derelict isolation block which was filthy, and had no showers, toilets or washing

facilities.

Access to showers

177  While most prisoners had access to daily showers throughout the Relevant Period,
there were exceptions. For example, HMI Prisons’ SV in October 2020 found that just
16% of prisoners in HMP Pentonville told inspectors that they could shower each day,
and just 8% of those held on the RCU. In addition to this, HMI Prisons’ full inspections
at HMP Belmarsh in July 2021 and HMP Doncaster in February 2022 found that only

40% and 42% respectively had daily access to showers.

178 Those held in RCUs or with mobility issues sometimes faced greater restrictions, the
former because of the even more limited time for which they were allowed out of their
cells and the latter because they faced greater challenges in moving quickly in order
to shower within the time allocated. At HMP Northumberland, HMI Prisons found that

the showers on the housing block accommodating prisoners with mobility difficulties
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were unsuitable for wheelchair users and not accessible. Some prisoners with mobility
difficulties struggled to shower in the time allocated, and at least one prisoner at HMP
Northumberland had been unable to shower for more than seven months, as it was no

longer possible for him to shower in a neighbouring house block.

Immigration detention

178 The sharp reduction in detainee numbers meant that all those in IRCs could be

accommodated in single rooms, most of which had their own toilets and showers.

180  Across most other sites, access to showers and washing facilities remained adequate

throughout the pandemic.

Access to food

181 Pandemic restrictions meant self-catering facilities, available in some prisons, were
closed and the option for communal dining was removed. Meals were instead delivered

to prisoners to consume in their cells.

182  Menu choices were reduced in most prisons to support social distancing in the kitchen,
and meals were often served far too early; for example, HMI Prisons often saw the
evening meal served at 3.30pm, which was too early, with too small a gap between
lunch and too great a gap before the next meal, which may also have been the last
human contact a prisoner would have that day. At HMI Prisons’ SV of HMP Pentonville
in October 2020, HMI Prisons heard many complaints about the quality and delivery of

the food, which was prepared two to three days in advance.

183  Some prisoners reported that having to eat in the same very small space in which their

toilet was located was unpleasant.

184  Throughout the pandemic, prisoners had received free daily snack packs, which often
consisted of chocolate, crisps and sweets. While these were welcomed by many, some
prisoners said that these packs had caused them to put on additional weight and the
sugary freats were affecting their dental health. Prisoners stated that they were
frustrated that the packs did not contain healthier alternatives and that their access to
health care services such as the dentist had been simultaneously restricted. Overall,
prisoners’ inability to eat well or get enough exercise, and the long-term health

implications, was a serious concern for them.

Immigration detention
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185  HMI Prisons did not identify any concerns about access to food during the pandemic
for those in immigration detention, although its SV of Harmondsworth IRC in March

2021 noted that food was low quality and lacked fresh fruit.

Provision and frequency of education, training and other purposeful activity

186  All face-to-face education and training was cancelled in public sector prisons in March

2020 with in-cell education and activity packs being delivered instead.

187  In the adult estate, SSVs carried out between April and July 2020 found only about
10% of men in prison were still in work because their roles were essential to the running
of the prison. These roles included, for example, cleaners and some roles in kitchens.
In women’s local prisons, 15-30% had some employment and half the women in

training prisons had work for about 15 hours a week.

188  While reading was a valued way to pass the time in isolation, nearly all libraries closed
at the end of March 2020 and remained closed until well into the following year. Some
alternative arrangements for borrowing books, such as small stocks of books on the
wing, were often not popular because of the limited range on offer. Outreach services
run by library staff that enabled prisoners to make specific requests, including for CDs
and DVDs, were more effective. However, these schemes were labour-intensive and
required good communication between library and wing staff and some sites, such as
HMP Peterborough (men’s) and HMP Leicester, struggled to deliver them successfully.
Some prisons also limited the number of books that could be borrowed, with HMP

Preston offering only one a week.

189  Prisoners HMI Prisons spoke to during this time expressed a clear desire to return to
purposeful activity. They missed a full daily routine which included work and education,
because this made them feel useful and gave them purpose. They missed having
something to look forward to each day and the chance to socialise with prisoners from

other wings while they worked.

190  Prisoners were frustrated to have lost the chance to obtain vocational qualifications, to
work towards basic qualifications in English and maths or to study for a degree.
Prisoners told HMI Prisons that it was impossible to sustain meaningful in-cell activities
for so many months. Their lives felt much too restricted, and any distractions provided
to them were described as having “long since worn thin”. In addition to this, prisoners
also expressed feeling frustrated and “fed up”. Women especially missed prison

activities which they had previously found relaxing and therapeutic. These included
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spending time walking and working in the gardens and grounds and, where they had

them, looking after the prison’s animals.

191 Prisoners did not generally have access to IT and specialist resources to support their
remote learning. Those taking Open University and distance learning courses at HMP
Wymott for example had experienced disruption and delay. However, in a trial project
at HMP Northumberland, “Coracle Inside”, prisoners were allocated individual laptops

to access learning material and word processing.

192  As Covid-19 restrictions began to ease following the lifting of national lockdown
restrictions in the community in the summer of 2020, prisons required HMPPS approval
of recovery plans to move from the most restricted regime (stage 4) to the least (stage
1). It took a long time for education and work to be reinstated for adults, and HMI
Prisons found very variable progress in its inspections throughout the remainder of the
pandemic with some establishments moving rapidly to restore employment and

education and others lagging far behind.

193  For example, HMI Prisons’ SV in August 2020 found that, although HMP Whatton had
adequate facilities for socially distanced classes, they had not been approved centrally
and many prisoners remained locked up. By contrast in HMP Swansea, visited at the
same time, HMI Prisons found prisoners in the tailoring workshop making up to 300
protective clothing items a week for front line health care staff and more prisoners
undertaking training as cleaners including specialist bio-hazard cleaning training. HMI
Prisons’ inspection of HMP Bristol in September 2020, found that the prison had
managed to keep all work activity areas open with reduced numbers to enable safe
social distancing, and 44% were employed. In HMP&YOI Styal, inspected in
September 2021, 60% of women were in employment. But when HMI Prisons
inspected HMP Wandsworth, also, in September 2021, prisoners had not been to the

education block since it closed in March 2020.

194 A shortage of prison staff to unlock and escort prisoners to education and work
underpinned the slow return of activity in some establishments including prisons such
as HMP Manchester, HMP Swaleside, HMP Erlestoke and HMP Rochester, inspected
between August and October 2021. In HMP Erlestoke, HMI Prisons found only five

prisoners in spacious workshops and four in the whole of the education building.

195 At HMP&YO! Swinfen Hall, in July 2021, classrooms were not filled because of

restrictions on the mixing of prisoners from different ‘bubbles’, even though desks were
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set apart to prevent infection; as a result, classrooms held only three or four men or

lay empty, while other prisoners remained locked on wings.

196  Overall, the recovery towards reinstating full education, skills and work was very slow.
Five years after the pandemic began, HMI Prisons continues to find too few prisoners

meaningfully occupied in purposeful activity.

Immigration detention

197  Access to some form of purposeful activity continued in most places of immigration
detention, although the offering varied between establishments. Libraries were open
in Harmondsworth IRC and Yarl's Wood RSTHF but closed at Brook House IRC and
Morton Hall IRC. Harmondsworth IRC and Yarl's Wood RSTHF continued to run
education classes with limited detainee numbers and appropriate social distancing, but
the other sites did not. At Dungavel IRC, inspected in summer 2021, activities were
available seven days a week, but most employment had ceased. At these sites,

detainees spoke very positively of the benefits of these activities to their mental health.

198 At Penally and Napier barracks, however, the two rooms which had been dedicated to
social activities closed during an outbreak of Covid-19 with no plans to reopen them.
There was no other access to televisions and no library, and there was very little to
occupy detainees. Some spent long periods in bed, and many told inspectors that they
were depressed. It was clear that the lack of meaningful activity, together with long
stays and lack of progress on asylum claims, was affecting the mental health and well-

being of residents

Provision of physical activity

199  Indoor prison gyms closed at the start of the pandemic and remained closed for many
months. Prisons varied considerably in how well and how quickly they organised
alternative provision. In most prisons, PE staff devised and circulated in-cell exercise
programmes within weeks of restrictions being introduced, either on paper or via in-
cell televisions. However, in hot weather these became impractical, particularly for

prisoners sharing cells designed for one and with limited ventilation.

200  When there was sufficient space, prisoners often improvised circuits on the exercise
yards. HMP Bristol and HMP Humber moved swiftly to introduce outdoor circuits within
weeks of restrictions beginning, two of the first prisons to do so. By the time of HMI

Prisons’ SV to HMP Humber in August 2020, prisoners could have three or four

INQO000659848_0041



sessions a week. At HMP Bristol, visited in September 2020, in addition to a timetable
which included early morning and evening circuits to ensure equal access for those in
work, PE staff had also introduced a weekly outdoor run. In contrast, HMI Prisons
found that prisoners at HMP Northumberland had only 30 minutes of circuits every
fortnight in September 2020.

201 HMP Huntercombe’s gym reopened in August 2020, but most other establishments
reopened much later. The ability of prisons to reopen gyms was sometimes related to
the overall availability of staff, with PE staff at prisons including HMP&Y Ol Chelmsford,
inspected in August 2021, sometimes redeployed to help run the wings. Progress was
slow in many establishments: for example, HMI Prisons continued to find Covid-19

related restrictions to gym use in HMP Ranby in April 2022.

202  When indoor gym facilities reopened, even in a limited form, men particularly valued
them. Prisoners had largely found in-cell workouts impractical due to the confines of
their cell. The sedentary nature of prisoners’ lives during the pandemic had often
caused their physical health to deteriorate. Significant weight gain was a common
complaint among prisoners, and some were very self-conscious about the way they

looked and felt this had diminished their self-esteem.

203 Prisoners missed the opportunity to keep themselves fit and some reported
experiencing neck and back pain. They associated this with long periods of inactivity
locked in small cells and the poor quality of in-cell furniture and their mattress. Women
also linked their limited time out of cell and the associated stress with worsening health
conditions. Even by July 2020, four months on from the start of the lockdown

restrictions, little structured exercise outdoors was provided in prisons.

Immigration detention

204 In IRCs, access to physical activity was generally good, with daily access to gyms
(except during outbreaks or at Morton Hall IRC early in the pandemic), outdoor yards,
and a range of activities. Group sports and some activities were restricted during
Covid-19, but individual exercise and gym use continued. At Brook House IRC, HMI
Prisons’ SSV in May 2020 found staff encouraged detainees to play games where
social distancing was possible, and there was concerted work to disinfect gym
equipment after each use Access to the gym continued to be reasonably good in IRCs

throughout the pandemic, with HMI Prisons’ inspection of Dungavel IRC in summer
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2021 finding that the gym was open daily, between Sam and 9pm, with an additional

small gym available to those who were self-isolating.

205 Inresidential STHFs, detainees had access to outdoor yards, sometimes with exercise
equipment or table tennis/table football, and in some cases, a gym and indoor sports
hall. At Yarl's Wood, for example, which was designated a Residential Short Term
Housing Facility (RSTHF) during the pandemic, the gym and fitness room were open
and supervised all day, with a maximum of two women in each at any given time.
However, in non-residential STHFs, there was no access to outdoor exercise or fresh

air.

206 In contingency asylum accommodation at Penally Camp and Napier Barracks,
residents could move around the site and leave for exercise, but facilities were basic

and often limited, especially during lockdowns

Provision of healthcare

207  Prior to the pandemic, HMI Prisons frequently commented on long waits for access to
primary care, opticians, and dentists in prison. Mental health needs were high, and

provision varied, with some prisons having significant staff vacancies.

208 Throughout the Relevant Period, healthcare in prisons was generally resilient and
responsive, with staff showing dedication despite the significant pressures under which
they were operating. Nevertheless, the Covid-19 pandemic had a profound impact on
the delivery of health care within prisons, with urgent and emergency care maintained,
but routine and non-urgent care often curtailed or delayed, leading to backlogs and

longer waiting times.

209  Good support was maintained throughout for the delivery of midwifery services and for
mothers and babies in specialist units. In addition to this, the national vaccination
programme was rolled out in prisons from early 2021 using the same vulnerability

criteria as in the rest of the community.

Primary care

210 At the start of the pandemic, delivery of urgent and emergency primary care in prisons
continued, but most routine GP and nurse appointments were curtailed or suspended,
leading to growing waiting lists. Prisoner access to GPs varied considerably, with some
prisons managing to maintain some face-to-face care and thus shorter waiting lists,

and others facing ever-increasing waiting lists.
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211 Where possible, in-cell telephones were used for health consultations, mirroring some
community practices. However, this was only possible in prisons equipped with in-cell

phones, and privacy was an issue for those sharing cells.

212  As the pandemic continued, waiting times for GP appointments increased with staff
shortages further affecting the capacity to deliver primary care. Triage in many prisons
was often not face-to-face. This situation was exacerbated for prisoners who lacked
in-cell telephones, who health staff could not contact directly, or who shared a cell and
were unable to discuss health issues in confidence. HMI Prisons’ inspection of HMP
Swaleside in October 2021 found the primary care service was overstreiched, with
waiting times being worsened by staffing shortfalls in both the prison and health care

team.

213  Prisoners faced further challenges in accessing care because the limited time they had
out of cell reduced their opportunity to submit applications for appointments. Electronic
applications for healthcare appointments helped with this, but ongoing IT failures and

limited time out of cell to use the kiosks created further barriers.

214  Longer waiting times meant that annual reviews for long-term conditions including
asthma, diabetes and chronic obstructive pulmonary disease were suspended, leading

to overdue care and potential increased risk for these patients.

215 HMI Prisons did not inspect the provision of services by allied health professionals
(opticians, podiatrists, physiotherapists} during SSVs and SVs. When HMI Prisons
resumed full inspections from May 2021, our reports noted that these clinics were

gradually restarting, but waits could be months, and prioritisation was inconsistent.

216  Disparities that emerged at the beginning of the pandemic persisted and, in some
cases, widened. At HMP&YOI Brinsford, for example, HMI Prisons found that a highly
motivated primary care team had continued face-to-face nurse triage throughout the
pandemic, with good access to a range of age-appropriate primary care services being
delivered at the time of its inspection in November 2021. At HMI Prisons’ SV of HMP
Long Lartin in February 2021, it found 104 prisoners were waiting to see a GP, with
the longest wait for a routine appointment being 428 days. At HMP Durham, inspected
in November 2021, HMI Prisons found 264 prisoners on the waiting list for the GP, with
the longest wait at eight weeks, with no evidence of risk management in the clinical

records.
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217 By the end of the Relevant Period, HMI Prisons reported that access to primary care
had, overall, improved. However, it continued and has continued even in the past year
to identify significant barriers to prisoners accessing provision in some jails, particularly

in relation to staff shortages.

Secondary care

218  Prisoners face additional barriers in accessing secondary care relative to the general
population because their access is dependent on the availability of prison staff {o escort

them from prison to hospital.

219  When restrictions began, most exiernal health appoiniments were cancelled by
hospitals. Prison staff helped fo ensure emergency and urgent referrals continued.
Some sites, such as HMP Whitemoor, provided patients with telephone access to

external consultants, helping to allay anxieties about their treatment.

220  As restrictions lifted in the community, access to hospital appointments began to
improve from summer 2020, but prisoners faced the same lengthy waiting lists as those
in the community. In addition to this, a third of prisons HMI Prisons inspected in 2021
- 2022 regularly cancelled appointments due to the lack of officers available to escort
prisoners. At HMP&YOIl Rochester, inspected in October 2021, escorts were only

available four days a week and even then were frequently cancelled.

221  Some providers established on site clinics to improve access. At HMP Thameside,
inspected in November 2021, the health care team had established an orthopaedic
clinic with on-site diagnostic X-ray facilities and was in the process of adding to this a

fracture clinic and small dialysis unit.

222 By the end of the Relevant Period, there was a substantial backlog of secondary care

appointments across the prison estate.
Dental care

223  All dental teams maintained emergency and urgent care when pandemic restrictions
were introduced in March 2020. The national recovery plan for dental treatments was
published at the end of July 2020, but dental teams in prisons were prevented from
implementing this for up to three months due to the lack of a national prison policy on
aerosol-generating procedures, which posed a greater risk of airborne infection
transmission. Although many sites had made some progress on this position by

December 2020, the second national lockdown created further delays and expanded
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waiting lists, which were already very long in some prisons. HMI Prisons’ SV at HMP
Wymott in August 2020, for example, found prisoners faced a 32 week wait for dental
services, and at HMP Peterborough (men’s prison) in September 2020 it was 40

weeks.

224  Most prisons had dental facilities that allowed good management of infection
prevention and control once clinics resumed. Dental staff prioritised patients in pain
and with infection, and managed the risks associated with longer waiting times.
However, some prisons were still not undertaking aerosol-generating procedures due
to prison restrictions, which resulted in protracted waiting times — exceeding one-and-

a-half years for some at HMP Erlestoke.

Substance misuse support

225 The demand for illicit drugs did not disappear during the pandemic, and prisoners told
us that one of the ways many relied on to pass the time was the use of drugs. In HMI
Prisons’ Thematic Review (exhibited as [CT2/44 — INQ000469662] at paragraph 91
above), prisoners were clear that illicit drugs had continued to come into prisons,
although in more limited quantities, and in the 2021 - 2022 annual reporting period,
almost a quarter of prisoners told HMI Prisons that it was easy to obtain illicit drugs

despite the restricted regimes.

226  During the pandemic, all substance misuse services adopted a risk-based approach,
prioritising clinical safety and urgent needs. Clinical treatment (including opiate
substitution therapy and detoxification) was therefore generally maintained throughout
the pandemic, even when other services were reduced. Specialist clinical staff
prioritised urgent and safe detoxification for new arrivals. Naloxone training and supply
for prisoners at risk of overdose on release was widely implemented and prioritised.
Through-the-gate support was emphasised, but the ability to link prisoners to
community services was sometimes limited by external factors and pandemic

restrictions.

227  Psychosocial support (such as group work, mutual aid, and peer support) was much
more affected by restrictions. Group sessions and peer support were often suspended
or severely limited, and while many prisons developed in-cell workbooks and packs to
try to mitigate the effects of this or enabled postal sponsorships for prisoners to contact

facilitators of mutual aid groups, these were not a substitute for in-person interventions.
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As restrictions eased, there was a gradual return to face-to-face psychosocial

interventions and group work, but access remained limited in many establishments.

228  Staff shortages (both healthcare and prison officers) continued to impact the delivery
of substance misuse services, especially group work and one-to-one support. Waiting
lists for substance misuse workers and interventions remained long, and in surveys for
reports published between April 2021 and March 2022, only 30% of prisoners surveyed

said it was easy {o see a substance misuse worker.
Social care

229 Local authorities have a statutory responsibility to provide social care to those in prison
which mirrors that in the community. When restrictions were introduced, this support
was largely sustained where care packages were already in place, but assessments
for new referrals were affected because many local authorities withdrew face-to-face
assessments and delayed those by telephone, which reduced the quality of the
outcomes. Although HMI Prisons found a few positive examples of provision for older
prisoners and those with mobility issues, some prisoners had been left in degrading
circumstances in some prisons. At HMP Erlestoke, HMP Northumberland and HMP
Pentonville, for example, HMI Prisons’ SVs found a lack of support for prisoners with
mobility issues had left them unable to clean themselves or their cells or access the
shower. At HMP Erlestoke, this included one disabled man who had to pay other
prisoners to clean his cell; he did not have a bedrail to prevent him from falling out of
bed or suitable shower or toilet adaptations. At HMP Bristol, by contrast, HMI Prisons
found an annexe had been developed for older prisoners and those with mobility
impairments which afforded a safe environment for prisoners to live and shield with no

unnecessary restrictions.

230  Formal prisoner peer support for those with social care needs had ceased at most
prisons when pandemic restrictions began, affecting both social support and practical

care.
Mental health

231 Whilst this section covers responses in relation to mental health, specifically the impact
on prisoners and those detained, Part F below covers the impact on mental health and

wellbeing in further detail.
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232  When pandemic restrictions were introduced, routine mental health services were
largely suspended in adult prisons. Most prisons ceased routine assessments and
interventions, focusing only on urgent and acute care. Access to mental health
practitioners became very limited, with prisoners often facing long waits to see a mental
health worker. While HMI Prisons’ surveys of prisoners within its 2020 - 2021 annual
reporting period found that more than half (52%) reported that they had a mental health

problem, less than a quarter (22%) said it was easy to see a mental health worker.

233 Group therapies and psychological interventions stopped. Support was mainly
provided by telephone, and in-person support was rare except for those at greatest

risk.

234  Isolation and lack of purposeful activity had a profound effect on prisoners’ mental
health, with many at this time reporting feeling drained, hopeless, and experiencing a

visible decline in well-being.

235  While urgent mental health interventions remained resilient, with good focus on early
days in custody and effective discharge planning, transfers to secure NHS beds for the
most acutely mentally unwell continued to be of concern. Prisoners were often held in
segregation or inpatient units in conditions detrimental to their well-being, sometimes
for a month after a transfer had been requested and well after the 14-day timeframe
within which such transfers should be achieved. This is a concern that HMI Prisons

has now reported on for many years with little to no improvement.

236 Women's prisons saw a rise in self-harm and high levels of distress, with the sudden

withdrawal of structured support having a particularly negative impact.

237  Face-to-face clinics and psychological interventions were gradually reinstated as
prisons entered the recovery phase and restrictions eased, but waiting lists remained
long and access was still limited in many prisons. 31% of all prisoners surveyed told
us it was easy to see a mental health worker in 2021 - 2022. The situation was worse
for women, however, where more than three quarters (76%) reported having mental

health problems, but only half (52%) said they’d received help with these.

238  Staff shortages meant that reliance on agency staff for mental health roles increased,
which led to reductions in mental health service delivery and increased fragility in

provision affecting continuity of care and therapeutic relationships.

INQO000659848_0048



232 Delays in access to mental health services persisted, especially for psychologically
based therapies. In some prisons, this led to an over-reliance on medication rather
than therapeutic support. HMI Prisons’ inspection of HMP Parc in June 2022, for
example, found that about a fifth of the population were prescribed an anti-depressant
with a sedating effect, which was far higher than the general population. The needs of
patients with mental health conditions such as depression and anxiety were not being

met and there were no plans to address this.

Immigration detention

240  Access to healthcare in IRCs broadly mirrored provision in the community with good
access to primary care, mental health and substance misuse support, including face-
to-face support where appropriate. HMI Prisons’ SSVs in May 2020 found, for example,
that all sites visited (Morton Hall IRC, Harmondsworth IRC, Brook House IRC and
Yarl’'s Wood RSTHF) had nurses available 24/7 and GPs were on site daily, meaning
detainees could see them within 24 hours. All sites also continued to undertake face-
to-face appointments for the most vulnerable detainees. On release, detainees on
medication were given a summary of their medical records and up to a month’s supply

of medication.

241  STHFs were able to provide basic healthcare, but provision was less comprehensive

than in IRCs. Access to specialist or ongoing care was limited.

242 At Napier Barracks, provision was also more limited than at IRCs, but a nurse was
available on site throughout the week, Monday to Friday, from 9am to 5pm who was
capable of undertaking triage, clinical assessments and minor treatments. The nurse

was also able to prescribe.
243  Paramedics accompanied escort and removal flights for detainees.

Resettlement support, offender management programmes, parole and release planning

244  In April 2020, the government introduced an ECTR scheme to try to reduce the
numbers of prisoners. Despite considerable work by some prisons, such as HMP
Bristol, to assess those potentially eligible, only 13 prisoners in all the men’s prisons
HMI Prisons visited had been released through this scheme, which was paused in
August 2020.

245  Parole, progression, and release planning were all delayed due to the suspension of

activities, lack of staff contact, and backlogs in assessments and interventions when
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pandemic restrictions began. Transfers to open conditions and Release on Temporary
License (ROTL) were particularly affected, and many prisoners could not demonstrate
progress required for parole due to the lack of available interventions while restrictions

lasted.

246  Prisoners should have their resettlement needs assessed shortly after arrival in prison.
The resultant plan should then be reviewed at a face-to-face interview, far enough
ahead of release to allow for practical support, such as housing, to be arranged. Many
prisons had to suspend or curtail face-to-face contact between prisoners and POMs,
and community rehabilitation company (CRC) staff responsible for resettlement
planning mostly withdrew from prisons, providing only remote, paper-based services.
Some prisoners did not complete the paperwork for these self-assessment
questionnaires, and there was no systematic process to chase these up. This limited
the relevance and value of assessments. Partnership working with local authorities
was also disrupted, meaning some prisoners were released without accommodation

or with only temporary/emergency housing.

247  Prisoners were particularly frustrated by the lack of communication, planning and
support they were receiving from resettliement workers to help them prepare for
release. Some prisoners praised the release planning support they had received from
alternative sources, such as the prison’s chaplaincy or from their offender manager in
the community, but the lack of effective resettlement support left many feeling ill-
prepared, vulnerable and worried about the practicalities of being released. These
anxieties were amplified by the effects of Covid-19 restrictions in the community.
Prisoners told us they were worried that society would seem very different and were

concerned about coping with ever-changing restrictions that they did not understand.

248  Prisoners also had more questions than usual about their release. They were unsure
how they would be able to travel home safely and then obtain essential items such as
food, clothes, furniture and bedding. They were concerned whether support was
available to help with housing, claiming benefits, paying bills and getting a job, and did

not feel that they were getting enough support and advice.

249  The number of unsentenced prisoners held on remand increased substantially due to
court delays, and this cohort were often excluded from resettlement support. Statistics

on remand have been covered in further detail in Part C above.
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250 Offending behaviour programmes are a core part of sentence progression and risk
reduction, especially for those serving indeterminate sentences or convicted of sexual
offences and are often a requirement for eligibility for parole. Most offending behaviour
programmes were suspended at the start of the pandemic. This had a direct impact on
prisoners’ ability to progress through their sentence plans and demonstrate readiness
for parole or transfer to open conditions. Some prisons provided in-cell work packs to
maintain engagement with offence-related work, but these were not a substitute for

accredited group programmes.

251  As restrictions began to ease in summer 2020, some limited delivery resumed. This
continued fo increase in line with the lifting of restrictions throughout 2021 and 2022,
but overall completion levels were greatly reduced and waiting lists, already long
before the pandemic, continued to grow. Programme suitability assessments were also
delayed, which meant that some prisoners were not on the waiting list for the right
programme. Staff shortages further compounded the problem, with the very limited
delivery of programmes meaning many prisoners were released with unmet offending

needs, potentially increasing the risk of reoffending.

252  As restrictions eased from summer 2020 onwards, face-to-face contact between
prisoners and POMs/CRC staff slowly resumed but backlogs and delays persisted and
high caseloads for offender managers (sometimes more than 100 prisoners per POM)

meant little contact and support for prisoners, especially those serving long sentences.

253  Even once pandemic restrictions were fully lifted in 2022, resource pressures and staff
shortages continued to result in very limited contact between offender managers and
prisoners. Prisoners, especially those serving long sentences, were frustrated that they

could not make progress.

254  Many prisoners found it difficult to progress through their sentence plans, access
offending behaviour programmes, or demonstrate readiness for parole due to the
suspension of activities and lack of staff contact. Transfers to open conditions
(Category D) and use of ROTL were largely suspended, especially in open prisons,

frustrating prisoners who expected to progress towards release.

255 Towards the end of the Relevant Period, HMI Prisons began to identify some
innovative improvements to support preparation for release including ‘employment

hubs’ and/or mentoring services to support prisoners ahead of their release in prisons
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including HMP Leeds, inspected June 2022, and HMP Nottingham, inspected May
2022.

Immigration detention

256  Welfare teams continued to be present in IRCs and provided support to detainees
before release or removal. Areas of support included help with detainees’ property,
travel arrangements, information about onward destinations, and sometimes small
financial support (e.g., a “bail pack” with PPE and food, or funds for travel). Welfare
teams also provided detainees with information on how to access community services
after release including printed information about sources of support and Covid-19
restrictions in the community on release. Despite this, many detainees reported not
knowing where they would be released to, with paperwork sometimes only stating a

region (e.g., “north east”) and staff unable to provide more detail.

257  While most detainees were released to suitable accommodation, HMI Prisons were
concerned to find that, between the start of March 2020 and its visit in May 2020, nine
men had left Harmondsworth IRC without a fixed address. Conversely, in most IRCs
visited within that SSV, HMI Prisons found detainees who had been granted conditional
bail but not been released because of a lack of confirmed suitable accommodation.

This was one of the most frequently mentioned frustrations from detainees.

258 At STHFs, information to prepare people for release was more limited and included,

for example, information about onward destinations or local services.

259 No formal resettlement support was available at the contingency asylum
accommodation at Napier Barracks and Penally Camp. Charity and community groups
instead provided some support for those leaving the site, including clothing, rucksacks

and information about community integration.

260  Some immigration detainees who had been granted conditional bail had their release

delayed due to a lack of suitable accommodation.

Changes to levels of contact with family, friends or other support networks

261  Strengthening relationships with family and friends can support prisoners’
successful release back into the community and reduce the likelihood of further
offending. All face-to-face prison visits were stopped in March 2020 until early July
2020, when they resumed under strict guidelines. In November 2020, visits were

stopped again in adult prisons, reflecting the second ‘lockdown’ in the community.
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Prisoners found the lack of visits from their families for months at a time difficult to

cope with.

262  The suspension of ROTL for family contact was particularly frustrating for those who

had been the primary carers of their children and disproportionately affected women.

263 When social visits restarted, they were very different. Prisoners found the overall
experience unsatisfactory and take up was low. Some were concerned about their
family members travelling long distances during the pandemic and had asked them
not to take the risk. The number of visits a prisoner could have each month had been
reduced because social distancing limited the number of people who could be in the
visits hall at the same time. The length of visits was usually shortened. The number of
visitors was restricted, and they had to come from the same household. This presented
prisoners with difficult choices when their children lived in separate homes. Visitors
could no longer buy refreshments for themselves or the person they were visiting, toys
to occupy children had been removed and children’s play areas were closed. Measures

put in place in the community, such as meeting in the open air, were not available.

264  Visitors were required to stay two metres away from prisoners and wear face
coverings, which made communication difficult. They were also banned from hugging,
kissing and shaking hands with the prisoner. Prisoners described how difficult it was
not to hug their child or parent at the start or end of visits. Some told us that they were
unlikely to ask for another visit because the ban on physical contact had confused and

upset their children.

265  Take-up of visits was low — in reports published between April 2021 and March 2022
only 24% of prisoners told HMI Prisons they had been able o see family/friends in
person at least once in the past month. Even by the end of the Relevant Period, when
all restrictions had been lifted in the community, visits continued to be restricted to

below pre-pandemic levels in many prisons for no clear reason.

266 Remand prisoners are entitled to more visits than sentenced prisoners, but many

prisons were slow to return to pre-pandemic provisions for this cohort.

Immigration detention

267 In person visits ceased in IRCs when pandemic restrictions began but were
reintroduced relatively quickly with safeguards including social distancing and mask

wearing. For example, HMI Prisons’ March 2021 SV of Harmondsworth IRC found that
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social visits had resumed in the summer of 2020 with appropriate safeguards in place;
they had been suspended again in November 2020 in line with national restrictions but

were due to resume in April 2021.

Access to technology and alternative forms of contact

268  During the pandemic, prisoners primarily relied on phone calls to stay in touch with

their family and friends.

269 In-cell phones had been introduced in some prisons before the pandemic and the roll-
out of this was accelerated. Where prisoners had this facility, they were extremely
positive about it. They could make longer phone calls to more people at a time when
their friend or relative would be at home and with greater privacy. This helped them to

endure the long periods locked in their cells.

270 In prisons without in-cell phones, prisoners often spent much of their very limited time
out of cell queuing to use communal phones, which sometimes left them with litile or
no time to shower or take outside exercise on the yard. In some of these prisons,
prisoners could ask to use specially adapted secure mobile phones. When access to
these phones was adequate and reliable, prisoners talked positively about them.
However, these phones were sometimes missing or damaged and, in some prisons,

did not work well due to poor signals.

271 Each prisoner was given an extra £5 per week {o spend on phone calls, and the cost
of calls was reduced. Prisoners were positive about these measures and said they

were vital for maintaining family contact.

272  Some months into restrictions, free monthly video calls for prisoners were introduced.
Overall, prisoners were pleased to have this form of contact and those whose families
lived a long way from the prison found video calls to be a particular asset. However,
the entitlement to just one 30-minute call a month at some prisons was not sufficient
to mitigate the gap created by the suspension of visits, and roll-out was very slow in
some establishments such as HMP Oakwood, where video calling was only introduced
in October 2020.

273  Take-up was slow because of difficulties with the technology to book sessions and
constraints on the times in which calls could be made. For example, HMI Prisons’ SV
at HMP Hindley in December 2020 found that only a quarter of men had used video

calls in the four months since its introduction, and its inspection of HMP Erlestoke in
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